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THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES. 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee was called to order in room 457, Old Senate 
Office Building, Hon. E. L. Bartlett (chairman of the subcommittee ) 
presiding. . 

Senator Bartriterr. We shall now turn to S. 2811. 

[S. 2811, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend certain sections of title 14, United States Code, relating to personnel 
matters in the United States Coast Guard, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title 14, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 

(1) Section 41 is amended by inserting the words ‘an admiral,’ before the 
words “a vice admiral” in the first sentence thereof. 

(2) Section 42 is amended by striking out in the first sentence the words 
“three thousand” and inserting the words “three thousand five hundred” in place 
thereof. 

(3) Section 44 is amended— 

(A) by striking out in the second sentence the word “line’, and by 
striking out the word “commander” and inserting the word “captain” in 
place thereof. 

(B) by striking out the word “vice” in the third sentence thereof. 

(4) Section 45 is repealed. 

(5) Section 46 is amended to read as follows: 


“$46. Retirement of Commandant. 


“(a) Any Commandant who is not reappointed shall, at the expiration of 
his term, be retired with the grade and retired pay of admiral. 

“(b) A Commandant who is retired for physical disability shall be placed on 
the retired list with the grade and retired pay of admiral. 

“(c) Upon completion of two and one-half years or more of service as Com- 
mandant, any officer who is so serving may, at any time thereafter without re- 
gard to total length of service, upon his own application, in the discretion of the 
President, be retired with the grade and retired pay of admiral. 

“(d) A Commandant who retires within two and one-half years of the date 
of his original appointment as Commandant shall retire in his permanent grade 
and with the retired pay of that grade.” 

(6) Section 47 is amended to read as follows: 


“$ 47. Assistant Commandant; assignment; retirement 


“(a) The President may appoint, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, one Assistant Commandant who shall rank next after the Commandant, 
shall perform such duties as the Commandant may prescribe and shall act as 
Commandant during the absence or disability of the Commandant or in the event 
that there is a vacancy in the office of Commandant. The Assistant Commandant 
shall be selected from the active list of officers who hold a permanent commission 
as captain or above. The Commandant shall make recommendation for such 
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appointment. The Assistant Commandant shall, while so serving, have the grade 
of vice admiral with pay and allowances of the grade. The appointment of an 
Assistant Commandant shall be effective on the date the officer assumes such 
duty, and shall terminate on the date he is detached from such duty. 

“(b) An Assistant Commandant, while so serving, who is retired for physical 
disability shall be placed on the retired list with the grade and retired pay of 
vice admiral. 

“(c) Upon completion of two and one-half years or more of service as Assist- 
ant Commandant, any officer who is so serving may, at any time thereafter with- 
out regard to total length of service, upon his own application, in the discretion 
of the President, be retired with the grade and retired pay of vice admiral unless 
entitled to a higher retired grade under other provisions of law. 

“(d) An Assistant Commandant who retires within two and one-half years of 
the date of his original assignment as Assistant Commandant shall retire in his 
permanent grade and with the retired pay of that grade unless entitled to a 
higher retired grade under other provisions of law. However, section 243 of this 
title shall not apply to an officer retiring within two and one-half years of the date 
of his original assignment as Assistant Commandant. 

(7) Sections 48 and 49 are repealed. 

(8) The analysis of chapter 3 is amended by striking out the following items: 
“45, Permanent grade of Commandant on expiration of term 
“47. Assistant Commandant and Engineer in Chief ; appointment 
“48. Permanent grade of Assistant Commandant and Engineer in Chief on expiartion of 

term 


“49. Retirement of Assistant Commandant and Engineer in Chief” 
“47. Assistant Commandant; assignment; retirement” 


and inserting the following item in place thereof : 

(9) Section 186 is amended to read as follows: 
“§ 186. Civilian teaching staff 

“The Secretary may appoint in the Coast Guard such number of civilian mem- 
bers of the teaching staff at the Academy as the needs of the service may require, 
whose compensation shall be fixed in accordance with the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. They shall have such titles and perform duties as prescribed 
by the Secretary. Leaves of absence and hours of work for such personnel shall 
be governed by regulations issued by the Secretary of the Treasury, without 
regard to section 84, chapter 18, subchapter IV of chapter 21, sections 1112, 1113, 
and 1121-1125, and chapter 23, of title 5.” 

(10) Section 187 is amended to read as follows: 


“8 187. Permanent commissioned teaching staff; composition 
“The permanent commissioned teaching staff at the Academy shall consist of 
professors, associate professors, assistant professors and instructors, in such 
numbers as the needs of the service require. They shall perform duties as pre- 
scribed by the Commandant, and exercise command only in the academic depart- 
ment of the Academy.” 
(11) Section 18 is amended— 
(A) by striking out in the first sentence the word “commissioned” which 
precedes the word “instructors” ; and 
(B) by striking out in the second sentence the word “instructor” and in- 
serting the words “member of the teaching staff” in place thereof. 
(12) Section 189 is amended— 
(A) by striking out in the first sentence the word “commissioned” which 
precedes the word “instructors”; and 
(B) by striking out in the last sentence the word “or” which precedes the 
word “assistant”, and inserting a comma and the words “or instructor” after 
the words “assistant professor”’. 
(18) Section 190 is amended— 
(A) by striking out in the first sentence the word “commissioned” which 
precedes the words “instructors in the Coast Guard” ; ete 
(B) by striking out in the first sentence the words “instructor or civilian 
librarian” which precedes the words “at the Academy” and inserting the 
words “member of the teaching staff” in place thereof ; and 
(C) by striking out the word “commissioned” which precedes the word 
“instructor” wherever it appears in this section. 
(14). Section 191 is amended— 
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(A) by striking out in the title of this section the word 
tor’ and inserting the words 
thereof ; 

(B) by striking out the words “civilian instructor or 
and inserting the words “ 
thereof ; and 


“civilian instruc 
“member of civilian teaching staff” in place 


civilian librarian” 
member of the civilian teaching staff” in place 


(C) by striking out the word “commissioned” wherever it appears. 
(15) The analysis of chapter 9 is amended by striking out the following item : 
“191. Credit for service as civilian instructor” 
and inserting the following item in place thereof : 
“191. Credit for service as member of civilian teaching staff” 


(16) Section 222 is amended by striking out the words, 
ant Commandant shall, while holding such office 
Commandant.” 

(17) Subsection (c) of section 247 is amended by striking out all language fol- 
lowing the words “as Commandant” and inserting a period in lieu of the comma 
following the word “Commandant”. 

(18) Section 365 is amended— 

(A) by inserting in the first sentence after the word “extended” the words 
“and re-extended”’ ; and by striking out in the same sentence the word “four” 
and inserting the word “six” in place thereof ; and 

(B) by adding at the end of the first sentence the following new sentence: 
“However, the total of all such extensions of an enlistment may not exceed 
six years.” 

(19) Section 462 is amended by striking out the words “whose pay and allow- 
ances are specifically provided by this or any other law to be the pay and allow 
ances of the upper half,” and inserting the words “rear admirals who may be 
serving as Commandant and Assistant Commandant,” 

Sec. 2. The increased grade of admiral for the Commandant and vice admiral 
for the Assistant Commandant, including the pay and allowances applicable to 
such grades, shall be effective on the first day of the month following enactment 
of this Act. 

Sec. 3. Except as provided by section 2, the amendments by section 1 shall not 
operate to change or deprive the present incumbents serving as Commandant, 
Assistant Commandant, and Engineer in Chief of any rights, benefits and 
privileges appertaining to such offices on the day preceding the date of enactment 
of this Act, nor to divest them of their offices for the terms appointed. 


“except that the Assist- 
, be next in precedence to the 


Senator Barrterr. The first witness listed is Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Treasury, A. Gilmore Flues. I am advised that As- 
sistant Secretary Flues will not be able to be here because of a per- 
sonal tragedy in his family, which the committee regrets very much to 
hear. 

The first witness will be our friend, Vice Admiral Richmond, Com- 
mandant, U.S. Coast Guard. 

We welcome you, Admiral. 


STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. ALFRED C. RICHMOND, COMMANDANT, 
U.S. COAST GUARD HEADQUARTERS, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Admiral Ricumonp. Thank you, sir. It is a pleasure to be here. 

On behalf of Mr. Flues, he asked me to personally express his re- 
gret at not being able to be present. He was called out of town, as 
you have already mentioned, as a result of personal tragedy. He ex- 
pected to come back, particularly for this hearing. He called last 
night and said that he just couldn’t make it. 

Senator Barrierr. We understand. 

Admiral RicuMmonp. He asked me to tell the committee that had 
he appeared, his testimony would have been emphatically in support 
of the bill, that he would have testified essentially as he testified be- 
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fore the House committee, which is of course a matter of record. And 
also to offer to the committee his services to meet either with the com- 
mittee or the chairman, if you care to ask him any questions about 
the bill. He will be back in town this evening and will be available 
after that. 

Senator Bartterr. Thank you, Admiral. 

Admiral Ricumonp. With respect to my own statement, sir, I have 
a prepared statement which has been delivered to the — 
which is essentially the same as I made before the House. I could 
read it into the record, but in the interest of expediting the hearing, 
in order that other witnesses can be head, I would be perfectly w illing 
to summarize the points of the bill. 

Senator Barriterr. The committee would be very pleased to have 
you do that. 

(The full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT BY VICE ADM. ALFRED C. RICHMOND, COMMANDANT, 
U.S. Coast GUARD 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today in connec- 
tion with your consideration of S. 2811, a bill “To amend certain sections of 
title 14, United States Code, relating to personnel matters in the U.S. Coast 
Guard, and for other purposes.” As you know, this bill is sponsored by the 
Coast Guard and the Treasury Department and is directed at increasing the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Coast Guard through improvement in certain 
statutes relating to and governing Coast Guard organization, composition, and 
personnel administration. 

In broad terms, this is an omnibus proposal which seeks to accomplish the 
following: 

(a) Increase the present limitation of 4 years applicable to extensions of 
enlistments to a new limitation of 6 years: 

(b) Inerease the present limitation of 3,000 commissioned officers to a new 
limitation of 3,500 

(c) Improve the composition and organization of both the civilian teaching 
staff and the permanent commissioned teaching staff at the Coast Guard 
Academy : 

(d) Improve the organization and composition of the Office of the Comman- 
dant at Coast Guard Headquarters by— 

(1) Eliminating the present requirement for the statutory appointment 
of the Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard: 

(2) Eliminating the present requirement for a fixed tenure of office for 
the Assistant Commandant of the Coast Guard, and providing instead for 
the administrative selection and assignment of that officer; and 

(3) Providing for the increased grade of admiral for a Commandant of 
the Coast Guard, and of vice admiral for an Assistant Commandant of the 
Coast Guard. 

(e) Additionally, certain pertinent portions of title 14 rendered innocuous by 
the substantive changes proposed would be repealed. 

I would like at this time to give you an explanation of each of these major 
areas. 

EXTENSION OF ENLISTMENTS 


Section 365 of title 14 presently provides for voluntary extensions of enlist- 
ments by enlisted personnel of the Coast Guard for a total period of not to 
exceed 4 full years. This proposed legislation would serve to increase this 
limitation to a period of not to exceed 6 full years. 

The introduction of new weapons, electronic devices, and systems in the 
Coast Guard makes it necessary that the enlisted personnel assigned to them 
have considerable background and experience, and required technical training. 
To assure that the Coast Guard receives the benefits of such training, enlisted 
personnel who receive it are required to have obligated service of 1 to 6 years. 
The obligated service may be acquired by an extension of enlistment for a 
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stipulated number of years or by discharge and reenlistment. However, with 
the 4-year limitation on extensions of enlistment, the only method available, 
in many cases, is early discharge for convenience of the Government followed 
by immediate reenlistment. Such administrative discharges often are unde- 
sirable from the standpoint of the individual. An early discharge from an 
enlistment when a reenlistment bonus has been paid requires that a pertion 
of the bonus, covering the time not actually served, be repaid. The Coast Guard 
prefers the simple extension as the administrative work is then much less 
than in the case of discharge and reenlistment. 

Therefore, in order that highly qualified personnel may be attracted to 
advanced training programs without loss of benefits and also to permit more 
economical and efficient administration by the Coast Guard, this change in the 
extension of enlistments has been recommended. 


NUMBER OF COMMISSIONED OFFICER PERSONNEL 


Section 42 presently fixes a limit of 3,000 on the total number of commis- 
sioned officers on the active list of the Coast Guard, including permanent, 
temporary, temporary service, and Reserve officers on active duty, but excluding 
commissioned warrant officers. The amendment would increase the limit to 
3,500. ‘Temporary authority to exceed the limitation is contained in act of 
August 35, 1950, as amended, but will expire in July 1963. 

The authorized commissioned officer billets in the service on December 31, 
1959, Showed 2,971 persons. The military personnel billet plan in support of 
the Coast Guard’s fiscal year 1961 budget includes a commissioned officer 
strength of 3,057, the increase being required for loran program expansion, 
an intensified program of boating safety and enforcement of the Federal Boat- 
ing Act of 1958, and miscellaneous augmentation of other programs. The 
permanency of the programs undertaken, which require additional officers, 
leaves no alternative but to request of the Congress an increase in officer 
strength. The Nation’s Naval Establishment could well use these additional 


trained officers during an emergency. The increase requested is reasonable, 
necessary, and urgent. 


ADMINISTRATION OF THE COAST GUARD ACADEMY 


Presently, sections 186 through 191 make provision for the composition, or- 
ganization, method of appointment, grade level, credit for service, and retirement 
for both the civilian teaching staff and the permanent commissioned teaching staff 
at the Coast Guard Academy. This proposed legislation would serve to improve 
the overall administration of the Academy by modifications in certain existing 
statutory provisions, applicable to both the civilian and permanent commis- 
sioned teaching staffs at the Academy. 

Currently, appointments to positions on the civilian teaching staff at the 
Academy are subject to the competitive provisions of the civil service laws and 
regulations. As many desirable individuals are reluctant to “compete” for a 
teaching position at the Academy for various reasons, such a requirement unduly 
restricts the appointing authority in his selection of applicants. It does not 
conform to the manner of selection and employment used at the U.S. Naval 
Academy and leading institutions of higher learning. Restricting the number of 
civilians so employed to eight hampers the administration of the Academy. 
The need for civilian teachers has increased with the gradual expansion of the 
Academy to fulfill the growing needs of the service. There has not been the 
necessary flexibility in the employment of civilian members of the teaching 
staff. Similarly, there is need for flexibility to make adjustments in the perma- 
nent commissioned teaching staff as demands upon the Academy change. Current 
restrictions on their number preclude expansion and appropriate distribution. 
Hence, it is proposed that the limitations on numbers of both the commissioned 
and civilian teaching staffs be removed and that civilian appointments be made 
without recourse to the competitive provisions of civil service laws and regula- 
tions. 

For clarity, the term “civilian instructor” would be broadened to “civilian 
member of the teaching staff” to include all forms of civilian teaching and the 
various titles of these members, and to conform to the nomenclature used in 
describing the permanent commissioned teaching staff. This term has been used 
in describing a similar group of teachers at the U.S. Naval Academy. Also for 
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clarity, the descriptive adjective “commissioned” would be deleted with refer- 
ence to an instructor on the permanent commissioned teaching staff for that 
term applies to all on this staff and is misleading when used only before the word 
instructor. 


ADMINISTRATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE COMMANDANT AT COAST GUARD HEADQUARTERS 


The four elements in this general topic concern the appointments of the En- 
gineer in Chief and the Assistant Commandant, and the grades of the Com- 
mandant and the Assistant Commandant. I will discuss them in that order. 
Appointment of Engineer in Chief 

Section 47 presently provides for the statutory appointment of the Engineer in 
Chief of the Coast Guard; section 48 provides for the permanent grade and 
placement on the active list of an officer whose statutory term of service as En- 
gineer in Chief has expired; and section 49 provides for the retirement of an 
officer who has served as Engineer in Chief for a specified period of years. 
This proposed legislation would abolish the statutory office of the Engineer in 
Chief of the Coast Guard, and repeal the provisions of title 14 applicable to 
this office. 

The requirement for the statutory appointment of the Engineer in Chief of the 
Coast Guard is a relic of the days when the Coast Guard had an engineering 
“staff corps.” The abolishment of the “staff corps” some years ago and the 
progressive organizational development of the Coast Guard since that time 
have, together, logically removed the need for a continuation of this requirement. 

Today, the Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard is the Chief of the Office of 
Engineering, and in Coast Guard organization as now defined, he has exactly the 
same stature as the other chiefs of offices of the Coast Guard (Operations, Per- 
sonnel, Merchant Marine Safety, and Comptroller). It has never been necessary 
to provide for statutory appointment of chiefs of headquarters offices, nor is there 
any remaining valid reason for the continuation of the statutory appointment in 
the case of the Engineer in Chief. 

On the other hand, there is obvious good reason for the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard to have the same administrative flexibility in selecting, assigning, 
and determining the tour of duty of the Engineer in Chief that he presently 
possesses in respect to all other headquarters chiefs of offices. Each of these 
officers, including the Engineer in Chief, is a principal staff assistant to the 
Commandant under the Assistant Commandant; each has a comparable place 
in the basic organization of the Coast Guard; and each has equal responsibility 
in his respective staff area. It follows logically, then, that each of these officers 
should be subject to the same process of designation and assignment. 


Appointment of the Assistant Commandant 


Sections 47, 48, and 49 relate to the appointment, subsequent active service, 
and retirement of the Assistant Commandant of the Coast Guard. This pro- 
posed legislation seeks to eliminate the present requirement for a fixed 4-year 
term of office for this officer, but at the same time it would continue to provide 
for his administrative selection and designation subject to confirmation by the 
Senate. This change would follow the procedure prescribed by law with respect 
to the administrative assignment of the Vice Chiefs of Staff, U.S. Army and U.S. 
Air Force, the Assistant Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps, and the Deputy Chiefs 
of Naval Operations, U.S. Navy. 

The Assistant Commandant is the immediate and primary assistant to the 
Commandant and, as such, is the second senior officer in the Coast Guard. 
Under present (and proposed) law, the Assistant Commandant performs such 
duties as the Commandant may prescribe and acts as Commandant during the 
absence or disability of the Commandant. He holds an important and respon- 
sible position in Coast Guard organization. 

Administratively, no special advantage or benefit is attached to the require 
ment of a fixed 4-year term for the Assistant Commandant. On the other 
hand, it is extremely desirable that the Commandant and the Secretary have 
adequate administrative flexibility in designating an officer to this post. There 
is evident merit in being able to prescribe the tour of duty of an Assistant 
Commandant to coincide precisely with administrative needs at any given time. 
This would permit adjustment in the term of assignment to assure continuity 
of administration and would preclude a situation in which a newly appointed 
Commandant is unable to terminate the services of an officer in the position 
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of Assistant Commandant even though the officer may lack suitability for con- 
tinuance in the office. This is not now possible since the Assistant Comman- 
dant must be appointed for a specific tenure of office. 

Under the proposed legislation sufficient safeguards would be provided for 
these contingencies. The present requirement for the statutory appointment of 
the Assistant Commandant to flag grade has been retained. The revised wording 
of this section also provides that the officer so designated to serve as Assistant 
Commandant be selected from among those officers on the active list holding 
a permanent commission as captain or above. Presently, an officer with the 
grade of commander could be appointed as Assistant Commandant. This is in- 
consistent with the existing requirement that an officer must hold the grade of 
permanent captain to be promoted to the grade of rear admiral. 

Grade of admiral for the Commandant of the Coast Guard 

Section 44 presently fixes the grade of an officer while serving as Comman- 
dant of the Coast Guard as vice admiral. The legislation proposed would serve 
to increase the grade of a Commandant to that of admiral. There are several 
significant considerations which prompt this proposal. 

First, there is the important consideration of proper composition and organi- 
zation of the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard, as is true of the other Armed 
Forees, can be likened to a corporation doing substantial business, and the Com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard can be readily compared with the president of a 
large corporation. As Commandant of the Coast Guard, an officr while so serv- 
ing has on the order of 35,000 personnel, both military and civilian, under his 
command and supervision; he is responsible for the operation and maintenance 
of some 1,750 separate Coast Guard facilities located within the continental 
United States and in many oversea areas; he has in his custody and good keep- 
ing Government property valued at learly $2 billion; he controls and administers 
Government spending on the order of about a quarter billion dollars each year ; 
and his total job encompasses some 20 to 30 separately identifiable duties, de- 
manding a wide range of experience, knowledge and knowhow. Moreover, as 
president of the corporation, he is in close and continuing contact with many of 
the top echelons of industry and of government (both military and civilian). He 
must also maintain contact with many individuals in private enterprises. In 
some instances these business contacts are at the international level. In these 
respects the scope and content of responsibility involved and associated elements 
such as prestige are job factors which cannot be regarded lightly. 

Second, it is important to emphasize that the present proposal to give the 
Commandant of the Coast Guard the higher grade of admiral is not without 
precedent. During World War II and until 1950, the Commandant did hold the 
grade of admiral. Basically, this higher grade was a product of the war and a 
direct result of the mobilization requirement attendant thereto and, as such, 
was prompted partly by the Coast Guard’s increased wartime strength. Despite 
this, there is little doubt but that the decision at that time to provide the Com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard with the four-star grade of admiral was founded 
also on the logical desire to afford the Commandant suitable rank status within 
the Navy. It is significant, also, to note that the higher grade of admiral was 
first held by the Commandant during the war years when the Coast Guard was 
Serving as a specialized but subordinate service under the Navy, rather than in 
its present day status of an independent branch of the Armed Forces under the 
Treasury. Moreover, in the event of mobiliaztion it would be desirable to have 
the Commandant in an equitable rank status with the Chiefs of the other Armed 
Forces. 

Generally speaking, the basic statutes governing the other armed services pro- 
vide in respect to each of these services that about 15 percent of the total num- 
ber of flag or general officers, about 1 in 7, may serve in grades of vice admiral 
and admiral or lieutenant general and general. Hence, each officer entering 
flag or general grade has about a 1 in 7 opportunity for promotion to grades 
above rear admiral or major general. This is not presently the case in the Coast 
Guard. The Coast Guard’s flag strength is 17 officers. The ratio of officers in a 
grade above rear admiral to the number of rear admirals is 1 in 16, since only 
the Commandant now holds a grade higher than 2 stars. This is substantially 
less than the 1 in 7 ratio in the other services. However, the changes advocated 
in the grade of the commandant and the Assistant Commandant, which I will 
discuss in a moment, would provide a ratio in the Coast Guard similar to that in 
the other services. There would then be 15 officers serving as rear admirals and 
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one each as vice admiral and admiral. The promotional opportunity of rear 
admirals would then compare favorably with that of their contemporaries in the 
other armed services. 

Section 44 presently provides that a Commandant may be appointed from 
among those officers on the active list who hold the permanent grade of com- 
mander or above. As was pointed out earlier with respect to the appointment 
of the Assistant Commandant, this should be revised to be consistent with the 
requirement that only permanent captains are eligible for promotion to flag 
rank. 

Grade of vice admiral for the Assistant Commandant 

Section 47 presently fixes the grade of an officer while serving as Assistant 
Commandant of the Coast Guard as rear admiral (upper half). The revision 
proposed would increase this grade to that of vice admiral. Justification for this 
should be evident from earlier discussions relating to the increased grade of 
the Commandant. In addition, inasmuch as the Assistant Commandant ranks 
next after the Commandant and is the second senior officer in the Coast Guard, 
the duties and responsibilities of the Commandant’s office devolve upon him 
during the absence or disability of the Commandant or in the event of a vacancy 
in the office of Commandant. It is obvious that the total job of the Assistant 
Commandant is similar to that of the Commandant. In view of the weight of 
responsibility imposed upon the Assistant Commandant and the vital nature 
of his position, it is only appropriate that he should hold a grade commensurate 
with his job, that of vice admiral. 

With the Commandant serving in the grade of admiral and the Assistant 
Commandant in the grade of vice admiral, there would be a natural and logical 
grade separtion between the Commandant, the Assistant Commandant and staff 
office Chiefs and top line commanders (rear admirals). At present, the Assist- 
ant Commandant as a rear admiral is indistinguishable from all other rear ad- 
mirals insofar as grade is concerned. This is not a proper recognition of his 
real status. The proposal to increase the grade of the Assistant Commandant 
to vice admiral would result in an executive pattern following accepted princi- 
ples of sound organization and management. 

Finally, increasing the grade of the Assistant Commandant to vice admiral 
would give him equitable status with the second senior officer (the Assistant 
Commandant) of the Marine Corps, and more suitable status with the second 
senior officers in the other Armed Forces, all of whom serve in four-star grade. 
Retirement of the Assistant Commandant in three-star grade would be permitted 
only after 2% years service in this office or physical disability while in office, 
otherwise eventual retirement of this officer would be in his regular permanent 
grade unless entitled to a higher retired grade pursuant to other provisions of 
law except section 2438 of title 14. 

The proposals to eliminate the requirement for the statutory appointment of 
the Assistant Commandant and the Engineer in Chief would not become effective 
until the expiration of the present terms of appointment held by the present 
incumbents. The proposals to increase the grades of the Commandant and the 
Assistant Commandant would become effective on the first day of the month 
following enactment of this act. 


Cost and budget data 

Enactment of this legislation will require only a small increase in Coast 
Guard (Treasury Department) expenditures. The added annual cost for the 
proposals contained herein would total approximately $11,000. This figure 
would include the future increased retired pay of an average of two retired 
Commandants and two retired Assistant Commandants, this being the average 
number of officers in these categories over the past several years. 

I realize, gentlemen, that this legislative proposal is somewhat complex since 
it covers several unrelated aspects of Coast Guard personnel administration. 
T have tried to discuss each of these in turn. While this concludes my formal 
testimony in support of S. 2811, I will, of course, be most happy to answer any 
questions that you might have. 

Thank you. 


Admiral Ricronp. Essentially, Mr. Chairman, this bill is a bill 
to revise certain provisions of title 14 for the improvement and better 
management of the Coast Guard. 
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I might divide it into three sections. There are several provisions 
that go, you might say, to the service as a whole; several provisions 
that go to the administration of our headquarters here in Washington, 
and several provisions that go to the administration of the Coast 
Guard Academy at New London, Conn. 

Speaking to the first provision—there are two provisions—one, 
would increase the ceiling on commissioned officers from 3,000 to 3,500. 
We presently have a statutory limit on the number of officers that we 
can have abroad, although we may, at the present time, exceed that 
under a temporary wartime legislation that has been carried forward. 

In 1955 we appeared before the committee and asked that this same 
ceiling of 3,500 be allowed. At that time we had about 2,650 officers, 
in that neighborhood, and Senator Magnuson was in the Chair and 
he asked me, “if you have only 2,600 officers abroad, wouldn’t a ceiling 
of 3,000 be adequate 4” My answer was, and I know the record will 
bear me out, that for the time being it was adequate. And the state- 
ment was made, “if you get close to your ceiling, come back, and it 
will be very easy to up it.” 

On the 50th of June our on board strength will be 2,987 officers. 
We will be within 13 of the statutory limit in June, and our present 
budgetary request for next year would raise our average employment 
of officers to 3,030, starting from that figure of 2,987 and going to a 
higher figure a year from this June, sir. 

We feel that this is a reasonable request. We do not think it is 
excessive. It will undoubtedly be within the limits of any expansion 
that the Coast Guard might anticipate in the next few years. 

Senator Barrierr. May I ask you a question right there ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. The report submitted in 1956 to accompany H.R. 
11402 made this comment: “A certain ratio of enlisted personnel to 
officer strength has been established in all of the services, and the 
figure of 3,000 officers is more in line with this ratio than a higher 
figure.” 

What is the situation today ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I think we are confusing two things, Senator. 
In the first place we are asking for a ceiling here. We are not asking 
for 3,500 officers. Actually the situation today is essentially, as far 
as ratio is concerned, what it was at the time we testified before. At 
that time we had—I am speaking only in general figures now— it aver- 
ages in the Coast Guard about 1 to 10. One officer to ten men. When 
we had about 2,600 officers we had about 26,000 men. Today we have 
about, as I just indicated, by the end of June we will have almost 3,000 
officers and we have slightly under 30,000 men. 

Senator Bartierr. If the ceiling were placed at 3,500, would this 
place the Coast Guard out of line with the other services? 

Admiral Ricumonp. No, sir. Because, remember, if we ever have 
aneed for 3,500 officers, we will have a need for approximately, in my 
opinion, 35,000 men. Placing the ceiling doesn’t change the ratio. 
The ratio that you are speaking about is referring to bodies, not on a 
statutory ceiling authorization. 
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Senator Bartierr. As you doubtless are aware, Admiral, the Comp- 
troller General, in writing to Chairman Magnuson on S. 2811, on 
February 16 last, had this to say : 

In connection with the proposal to increase by 500 the commissioned officer 
strength of the Coast Guard, the Congress may desire to give consideration to 
whether the proposal reflects an increase found necessary after an evaluation 
of the Coast Guards’ commissioned officer billets for the purpose of assigning 
for civilian occupancy those billets not requiring the performance of military- 
type duties. 

Would you care to comment on that? 

Admiral RicumMonp. Yes, sir. We have, for a number of years, had 
a continuing study of the billets that could properly be converted to 
civilian use—being filled by civilians. 

It is a very complex problem. We are a seagoing service. It is not 
practicable always to fill a number of shore billets that theoretic ally 
could be filled by civilians because you must have certain rotational 
facilities available to you. Accordingly, as I say, it is a matter of 
continuing study. 

Recently I had a check made, and I think within the last year we 
have converted approximately 100 to 150 military ne to civilian 
billets. I might say that we are always looking at.w: s to save, and 
if we can find a billet that properly could be dese ieureae 3 in the in- 
terests of economy, we attempt to do it. 

Senator Barrierr. Then you are not in agreement with this fur- 
ther sentence from the Comptroller General’s letter to Chairman 
Magnuson, wherein he states, in reference to his report of 1954, and 
again I quote: 

We expressed the opinion that a strong potential existed for greater organi- 
zational stability, more efficient administration, and significant economies 
through more extensive use of civilian personnel. 

Admiral Ricumonp. As that is stated, Iam in agreement with him, 
as I just indicated. We have studied every possible means. The 
thing that does not appear in that letter is the fact that in that. re- 
port—and again I am drawing on my memory—and there is quite an 
exhaustive study that was made available to, I believe, the Senate 
Appropriations Committee; I know definitely the House Appropria- 
tions Committee when that report came in—that report carried a state- 
ment that if we converted 2,300 military positions to 2,300 civilian 
positions, we could save $9 million a year. My answer to that—in the 
first place I could show, if the committee wants to take the time, a 
very few minutes, why the statement. was ridiculous on the face of it. 
There isn’t that much differential in 2,300 jobs salarywise possible. 
And if anyone can show me how to save $9 million someplace else, I 
am for it, sir. 

We made a very exhaustive study on the basis that the GAO then 

reported, and in the final analysis they admitted that the statement 

was financially out of balance. But the principle that we should 
work toward civilians, where they are practical, is good, and as I 
say we are doing it. 

Senator Barrierr. Admiral, when I read the opening statement I 
said that the House counterpart, H.R. 9449, was passed by the House 
on Monday without amendment. 
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I would like to ask you this: What was done in the House bill with 
reference to the ceiling on officers? 

Admiral Ricumonp. The ceiling was left exactly as the bill was 
introduced, sir, if I understand your question. 

Senator Barrierr. 3,500? 

Admiral Ricumonp. 3,500, yes, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. In other words, your request that it be elevated 
from 3,000 to 3,500 was honored by the House of Representatives? 

Amica! Ricumonp. That is correct. 

Senator Bartrierr. Thank you. 

Now, Admiral, will you continue ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. The other general provision is, I would say, 
a relatively minor one. At the present time we have a legal restric- 
tion on extensions of enlistments or cumulative accumulations of 
enlistments to 4 years. 

Senator Barrierr. What do you mean ? 

Admiral RicumMonp. A man who is on enlistment, rather than be 
discharged and reenlist, can extend his enlistment. 

He might extend, say, for a full 4 years, which would be the maxi- 
mum, or he might extend 1 year and then extend another year. 

In some instances it has worked an administrative, I wouldn’t say 
hardship, but it causes undue administrative work on the service, 
and in some cases perhaps a slight disadvantage to the individual. 
It comes about in this way: 

Assume a man comes in for 4 year and he extends for 4 years. By 
that time he is probably a petty officer first class, or chief petty 
officer, and in line for advanced training. We require a certain amount 
of obligated service. For some of the more technical courses, the 
obligated service is longer. In other words, if a man is coming to the 
close of his extension, the only way that we can obviate that is to 
discharge him before the end of his extension, and let him reenlist 
for a period that would cover his training plus obligated service. 

In the first place it is more paperwork. Secondly, as far as he is 
concerned, because when he extended his enlistment he got certain 
monetary advantages, he has to make a repayment to the Govern- 
ment. It isn’t an appreciable amount, although I suppose it is to the 
individual. It is not a great amount. 

This wouldn't cure that problem. But with 6 years, which is 
actually what the Navy has, we feel that it would minimize those 
cases. There are not a great many of them but still it would reduce 
it that much. 

Senator Barrierr. What is the value to the Coast Guard of an 
extension, as contrasted with the reenlistment ? 

Admiral Ricomonp. I can’t answer that if you think in terms of 
dollars. 

Senator Bartierr. No, I wasn’t particularly. 

Admiral Ricumonp. In this particular case it is less paperwork. 
The man just extends on his enlistment, whereas the other way you 
have to sign him eff, put all those papers off, then reenlist him on 
the following day. There are certain disadvantages to the individual. 


I would say “the disadvantages are more to the individu: il than they 
are to the service. 
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Senator Bartierr. Does he lose something by extending, rather 
than reenlisting ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. No. I think basically the advantages from 
that standpoint are the same. I suppose in one sense of the word, 
although that is covered, during the period that he is out before he 
reinlists, for a few moments there he is deprived of, you might say, 
his Government coverage. But that is rather immaterial. I think it 
is more an extension that gives us more flexibility because we would 
have 6 years instead of 4 years. 

Senator Barrierr. So you tell the committee that since this is the 
system, it would be better to have 6 years than 4/ 

Admiral RicumMonp. We see no disadvantage to it, and some ad- 
vantage. The provisions that affect headquarters are essentially 
three: This bill would advance the rank of the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard from vice admiral to full admiral. This was a rank 
that was held by the Commandant during the war and until 1950. 
Then when our title 14 was revised it was decided administratively to 
ask for the rank of vice admiral for the Commandant. 

Originally, we have felt since then that perhaps that was a mistake. 
I think proably had we gone for four stars at that time for the Com- 
mandant, we probably would have had just as—he would have re- 
ceived the approbation of Congress. That is purely _— ulation. 

Of course the service has grown considerably since 1949 when the 
law was revised. We feel that the responsibility of the Commandant 
justifies this increased rank. 

Also the bill would revise the retirement provision slightly to, in 
our opinion, make it a fairer retirement system in that unless the 
Commandant serves a certain length of time as Commandant, he 
would not be entitled to the advance rank retired pay. 

Senator Barrterr. The retirement changes relate solely to Com- 
mandant ¢ 

Admiral Ricumonp. That feature. 

Then in addition to that we have asked to do away with the stat- 
utory appointment, term appointment, of the Assictant Comman- 
dant, and advance the rank to that of vice admiral. We feel that 
this organizationally is better. 

At the present time the Assistant Commandant is a rear admiral 
and yet in the absence of the Commandant he stands in the position of 
the Commandant and acts accordingly. 

We feel that there should be one level in there between the Com- 
mandant and the other office chiefs and district commanders. 

One other thing I might mention in this connection is that we feel 

that these advance ranks will put the potential possibility of advance- 
ment to an officer in the service on a more comparable basis; that is 
to the higher ranks I am speaking about now. More on a comparable 
basis with the other services, particul: uly the Navy. 

Also, of course, the same general provisions as far as the retirement 
provisions are concerned, apply to the Assistant Commandant. 

Finally we have recommended the doing away with the statutory 
appointment of the office of the Engineer in Chief. We feel that this 
is a vestige of the days when the Coast Guard was essentially a two- 
staff corps, what is referred to as line and engineering. 

In 1926 we abolished the engineering corps as such, and those of- 
ficers who had entered as engineers were retained, although there are 
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no longer any of them in the service. This does not mean that we 
have in any way downgraded engineering in our concept. It is sim- 
ply that this engineering chief job i in our opinion was created to pro- 
vide an outlet in the days when you had a staff corps and for those 
officers serving exclusively as engineers, this was the only outlet you 
might say for one of them. 

We would ch: ange this job to be comparable to our other office chiefs 
or district commander assignments. 

Senator Bartierr. Is this rank established by law ? 

Admiral RicuMonp. It is at the present time. 

Senator Barrierr. What is that rank? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Rear Admiral, upper half. 

I might say both the Assistant Commandant and the Engineer in 
Chief are both now term appointments. 

We feel that with both the Assistant Commandant—I should have 
mentioned this with the Assistant Commandant—and the Engineer in 
Chief—that it leaves you with an anomalous situation that you might 
have either officer overlap a Commandant, with the possibility that 
neither officer might be entirely acceptable to a new Commandant. 
We feel with the Assistant Commandant that the term obviously 
should be at the pleasure of the President, but in consonance with the 
wishes generally of the Commandant. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Admiral. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Do you want to ask questions on that, sir, be- 
fore I comment on those pe for the Academy 4 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Bailey ? 

Mr. Battery. Admiral, you just stated a moment ago that at the 
present time there are no engineering officers in the corps who were 
originally in under that prov ision 2 

Admiral Ricumonp. No engineering officers if you mean by that an 
officer who was limited by virtue of his engineering background. Cer- 
tainly all of our officers, a great number of our officers, are well trained 
in engineering. We give them postgraduate work in many instances. 

Mr. Batrtny. How many Coast Guard flag officers do you have at the 
present time, or professionally trained engineers ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. There are at the present time four flag officers 
who qualified in phases of engineering. When you speak of engineer- 
ing you can have all types of engineering. 

Mr. Barry. What is the total number of Coast Guard flag officers? 

Admiral Ricnmonp. Seventeen, counting the Commandant and As- 
sistant Commandant. 

Mr. Battey. You also stated that this would not downgrade the 
professional engineers. Would there still be an opportunity for these 
men who are trained engineers, who have a background of high 
specialization, to obtain flag rank, or would they more or less be de- 
pressed so that. they would not be able to go beyond four str ipes ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Under the present situation every officer in the 
service, every job in the service is open to every officer. We do not 
have—wait a minute, let me change that. A number of years ago— 
and this has nothing to do with engineers—we did limit a number of 
former warrant officers who had made commissions during the war, 
unless they requested general duty assignments, or general duty desig- 
nation—we do have a limited number of officers who are actually 

54713—60——3 
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barred from advancing beyond commander. But answering your 
question specifically, the officers you are speaking about, they are 
eligible for any rank. 

Mr. Bamery. Will you tell us briefly what the procedure is for 
making flag officer in the Coast Guard ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. The procedure is that when a vacancy occurs 
we convene a board of five flag officers. We go over ie ‘list and any 

captain on the list of officers is eligible to be promoted to flag. In 
other words, it isa selection system, sir, 

Mr. Battery. Do you generally have engineers in that group of flag? 

Admiral RicumMonp. The answer is, “Yes,” 

Mr. Bary. This particular proposal that relates to the abolish- 
ment of the engineer in chief position, has that ever been before the 
Congress prev viously ¢ 

Admiral RicHmonp. It has not. 

Mr. Battery. How far back does your personal knowledge of that 
particular point go? 

It never has, in your recollection, ever been suggested since the Staff 
Corps was abolished ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. No, sir. 

Mr. Battey. What was the justification for keeping it since 1926? 
It has worked out pretty well, hasn’t it? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Not necessarily. I think the answer is that 
when it was originally left in, as I indicated to you, there were a num- 
ber of officers who, by virtue of their engineering designation, were 
barred at that time from advancement. I think it was carried on with 
the idea that these officers might well fill in those billets, and that was 
true, they did fill those billets up until, I think, the year 1946. No, 
through 1950. Through 1950 an officer who was exclusively an engi- 
neer, in 1950 an officer who engineer trained, postgraduate engineer, 
was assigned to the job, or rather given the appointment, but he was 
also eligible for any other job in the service because he had been 
amie algam: ated as a general duty officer. He was a general duty officer 
with a general qualific ation. 

Mr. Battery. How long have you served in Washington, Admiral? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Since 1945. 

Mr. Baitey. Can you tell the committee in what capacities you have 
served here ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I came to Washington originally in Finance 
and Supply, and went from that—I didn't serve in that very long 
and went from that to Planning and Control. In 1950 I was ap- 
pointed Assistant Commandant. In 1954 I was appointed Comman- 
dant and reappointed in 1958. 

Mr. Barry. You were not a trained engineer as such, professionally 
trained ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I was not. 

Senator Barrierr. Admiral, in line with this point, the other 
Chiefs have to do with Operations, Personnel, Merchant Marine 
Safety, Comptroller; is that correct ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct, sir. Those are Office Chiefs. 

Senator Barrierr. What rank do the officers occupy in those 


billets? 
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Admiral Ricumonp. We would like to have them all flag rank. At 
the present time, because of conditions outside of our control, the early 
retirement of a flag officer and not filling the vacancy immediately, 
the Acting Chief of the Office of Operations is a captain. The Chief 
of the Office of Personnel is a flag officer. The Chief of the Officer of 
Merchant Mavine Safety is a flag officer. The Comptroller is presently 
a captain. We do not have a flag officer available. It has been at 

rarious times a flag officer and sometimes a captain. 

Senator Bartierr. But the Engineer in Chief is the only officer 
who occupies his place because of statutory designation ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. He is the only Office Chief. In addition to 
that, the Commandant and Assistant Commandant. 

Senator Barrierr. understand. The only Office Chief. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bartrierr. To head up the Office of Personnel, for example, 
do you select an officer skilled in personnel matters ? 

Admiral RicumMonp. We try to, yes. 

Senator Barrierr. And that goes for—— 

Admiral Ricumonp. I might say, if you are thinking in terms of 
professional training, over the past years our professional training for 
personnel matters has been rather limited. We have only trained a 
few officers, none of whom have, shall we say, gotten to the grade 
where they would be selected for ¢ apts iin. 

Senator Barrierr. 1 was thinking of the Comptroller General’s 
report. Obviously you wouldn’t have any officers at all left, I suppose, 
if those recommendations were to be followed to their ultimate con- 
clusion. But are you better off with a captain or an admiral heading 
Personnel, who may not have had any previous familiarity with this 
specialty at all, than to have a civilian, for example, skilled in training 
in that field ? 

Admiral Ricrrmonp. My answer to that, sir, is that I don’t care 
how well the civilian has been trained in personnel, I don’t think he 
would know one thing about the assignment of military personnel. 
To me it would be a ridiculous absurdity to consider that a civilian 
would have any knowledge, particular knowledge, by virtue of any 
personnel training. 

I know what you are leading to, sir, and I would tell you that under 
Personnel we have a Civilian Personnel Divi ision, and although it is 
our practice to have all of the divisions under our offices headed by 
military, that is the one division of an office that is the exception, be- 
cause we do have a civilian chief of that. 

In other words, in those matters that have to do with Civil Service 
matters, we do just what I think you have in mind, sir. 

Senator Barrterr. Admiral, I wasn’t leading up to anything in par- 
ticular. I just wanted to m: uke an inquiry. I wanted to get an answer 
from you and I had a very emphatic one. 

Will you tell us, if you know, why these warrant officers to whom 
you referred, are limited toa top rank of Commander ? 

Admiral Rictumonp. Yes, sir; because the warrant officer corns is 
definitely a specialty corps. You have warrant boatswains, warrant 
pharmacists, warrant electricians, and so forth. 

Before the w ar it was practically impossible for any of them to 
make a commission. During the war we utilized their services in com- 
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missioned rank. And we needed them in the commissioned rank. Fol- 
lowing the war there was some question as to how to handle this par- 
ticular small corps. It has been the policy of the Coast Guard before 
the war, and since the war, that the service is too small, in effect, to 
have a corps system comparable to the Navy, or some of the other 
Services. 

In an officer corps of 2,500, it is, in our opinion, impractical to have 
specialists, and carry them up on parallel lines. This is an argument 
that you could debate for hours as to whether it is right or wrong. 
But that has been the policy. 

Had we had a supply corps, then it would not have been necessary 
to, say, limit a former Pay and Supply warrant officer... But as I say, 
we put all of our officers on a general duty basis with the theory that 
all officers are general duty, but some officers, we hope every officer 
will have a particular specialty. We have officers in the service tod: ay 
who are general duty officers but have a merchant marine speci ialty. 
We have other officers who are general duty but have an engineering 
specialty. So we felt that the best way to answer this was to let the 
officer elect as to whether he felt he was eligible to try for a general 
duty specialty. 

So when we adopted, following the war—went back to promotional 
examinations, we made it very easy for every officer to become a gen- 
eral duty officer, but with the full knowledge that when he became a 
general duty officer he must meet the gener al duty requirements. a 
those who did not elect, but prefer red to stay as special duty officer 
would be limited. 

Those officers who recognized in themselves that their experience 
had been entirely in one specialty, some of them elected not to, shall 
we say, get their classification as general duty in order to avoid the 
possibility of having to measure up to standards which they them- 
selves felt that they ‘had not the experience or the capability of meet- 
ing. 

Mr. Bourson. Admiral, before we get away from the question of 
the chiefs, am I to understand, or do ‘T understand cor rectly that if 
this bill is enacted and the statutory office of Engineer in Chief is 
abolished, the officer who is in charge of that section of engineers will 
still be eligible for flag rank ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. The chances are he will be a flag officer, as- 
signed just like any other flag officer to that job, in light of his 

sapabilities. 

Mr. Bourson. Would it be a rigid requirement that the head of 
that section would be a professional engineer? 

Admiral Ricumonp. As I understand the term professional engi- 
neer, the aswer is “No,” we do not have what I think the people who 
use that term mean. My answer is this: If this bill were enacted as 
it is now, I would do just like I do for any other jobs in assignment; 
I would look over the potential area of the officers I have and assign 
the man that I consider best qualified. Obviously if he is going to 
administer Engineering, I would not assign an officer who, we will 
say, might have had a background in law. It is a question of assign- 
ment, and assignment capabilities. 

Mr. Bourson. A specific engineering qualification would be re- 
quired ? 
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Admiral RicuMonp. I would certainly put in that job an officer 
who had had a certain amount of engineering qualifications. 

Mr. Bourson. Thank you. 

Senator Bartiterr. You may proceed, Admiral, if you will. 

Admiral Ricumonp. The provisions with respect to the Academy 
are relatively minor. They go primarily to the professional teaching 
staff or the permanent teac hing staff at the Academy. At the pres- 
ent time the law limits us to 8 civilian instructors and 15 military 
instructors on the permanent teaching staff. In the first place, we 
do not feel that that limitaion is very practical. It was enacted at 
a time when the Academy was smaller than it is now, and I see no 
merit in it. 

In other words, it seems to me the Academy is better run on the 
basis of the needs. 

Probably more important, at the present time, is this: That the 
law says insofar as civilian instructors are concerned, that they shall 
be selected on the basis of civil service requirements. That is disad- 
vantageous to us. We find that we can’t get the people we want. 
What we would like to do—and this has Civil Service Commission 
approval—is to, in effect, change that to what is usually referred to 
as a schedule A appointment. We want to use the civil service rates 
and all, but we want to recruit and fire if necessary. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you mean to say that all the civil service 
members are chosen under routine civil service procedures ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is the only way we can hire them 
now, sir. 

Would you mind repeating that question? Maybe I answered 
too soon. 

Senator Barrietr. No, I think we had the same thing in mind. 
You obtain all your civilian teachers through the Civil Service 
Commission ? 

Admiral Ricomonp. We would have to go to the civil service lists; 
yes, sir. Of course, we can only have eight, which, I think, is wrong. 
In other words, I think that if the Ac: ademy could be better run with 
a civilian staff, using the extreme, we should administratively have 
that authority. I see nothing sacred in the figure 8. That is my point. 

Senator Bartierr. This bill removes the ceiling. 

Admiral Ricumonp. It removes the ceiling and changes the nomen- 
clature and makes some other minor changes. 

For example, one of the peculiarities of our present setup, present 
law, is that the librarian shall be commissioned. That came about 
because the librarian we got a number of years ago had been given 
military status during the war and we sort of just carried it on. Re- 
cently he retired under the military provisions, and at a reasonably 
young age. Of course, he had the service. And I believe he has taken 
a position as librarian at, I think, the same college—I may be wrong 
in this—that we originally recruited him from back a number of years 
ago, over 20 years ago. 

“Of all the jobs at the Academy, and coming back to what we 
originally discussed here, the question of a civilian versus military, 
of all the jobs at the Academy that I can see the least validity in 
having a mandatory military requirement is the librarian’s job. 
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Senator Barrierr. Admiral, let’s assume the head of the depart- 
ment of English at the Academy is a civilian. How is he entitled? 
Is he full professor / 

Admiral RicumMonp. Under our present setup, we do not have any 
civilians that are high enough up for me to answer. The answer 
is that the law at the present time says that we shall have three de- 
partments, and each to be headed by a professor, a captain, a com- 
missioned instructor captain, I think. So the answer is “No, sir,” we 
wouldn't. 

Of course, the English department, we don’t divide that way. We 
have three departments. There is the Science, the Humanities, and 
the Practical Services. 

Senator Barrierv. I take a roundabout way to seek an answer, and 
you may not have the answer. I wonder what is the highest salary 
that you can pay a civilian instructor under civil service regul: itions? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Well, at the present time, we have the same 
grade structure as civil service, which is what? 15, with the super- 
grades, 1 or 2 supergrades above that. 

Senator Barrierr. But you don’t apply those 15 positions, or super- 
grades, I imagine, to any of ana instructors in the Academy ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. We have none that fill the—we don’t even 
have any high rated civilian instructors at the present time. 

Senator Bartierr. But you could. 

Admiral Ricumonp. We could. It would be possible, ves, under 
existing law. 

Senator Barrierr. That answers it. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Asa matter of fact, sir, ] might add one thing. 
This question of doing away with the civilian numbers, and making 
it under schedule A, came about in this respect: What started us 
thinking about it was our advisory committee. Like the other service 

wcademy, we have an advisory committee of prominent educators, 
aa they recommended that we should have a civilian dean who would 
provide continuity at the Coast Guard Acedamy in the educational 
field. I don’t know whether you have ever considered the problem, 
sir, of trying to hire under civil service regulations a civilian dean 
for an institution. It is a bit of a problem because, in the first place, 
if the man is any good, he is probably dean or pretty well set up at 
some leading institution. And once you get him, if you have made 
a mistake, under civil service laws you are in a bit of a bind. So 
we really got into this question of doing away with the civil service 
requirements so that it would give us the flexibility to hire a dean 
without having to go to the civil service lists and say, “Have you got 
an eligible dean on your civil service lists?” 

Senator Barrietr. I certainly agree with you that schedule A is 
far preferable here to your present situation. 

Do you have any further testimony, Adiniral ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. No, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you very much for your presentation. 

Mr. Bourson. One of the things that the committee usually re- 
quires of the staff is to inquire how much a bill is going to cost. 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is in my statement. It is very hard to 
estimate accurately. The bill is, we feel, reasonably nominal. Of 
course, the variability would depend on how many retired Assistant 
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Commandants and Commandants you might have on the list. But 
on the assumption that you had at any one time two retired Com- 
mandants and two retired Assistant Commandants of these advanced 
ranks, we estimate that the bill would cost—and with the increased 
pay of these advanced ranks—between $10,000 and $11,000. 

Mr. Bourson. Then the authority to add 500 officers doesn’t neces- 
sarily add to your budget ? 

Admiral RicHmonp. That has nothing to do at all with it. That is 
purely, as I have indicated before, a ceiling. The numbers that we 
have on board is controlled entirely by our budget which we present 
annually. 

Mr. Bourron. So this would give you the authority to ask for maybe 
another 50 or 100 officers, and if you got the money in your budget, 
you could have them ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Actually what this does, it simply keeps us 
from being in vioation of our ceiling, should this emergency legisla- 
tion go out. That is about what it amounts to. 

Mr. Bovurson. That is all that T have. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Admiral. 

We have a rolleall. We will recess for a few minutes. 

(Recess taken. ) 

Senator Bartierr. Admiral Thiele ? 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. EDWARD H. THIELE, ENGINEER IN 
CHIEF, U.S. COAST GUARD HEADQUARTERS, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Admiral Tutete. First I would like to identify myself as Adm. Ed- 
ward H. Thiele, Engineer in Chief, U.S. Coast Guard. 

I am here at the request of the committee, at your disposal, to an- 
swer any questions that you would like to ask. 

Senator Bartrierr. Admiral, what is your personal opinion as to 
the provision of this bill which would eliminate the requirement for 
statutory appointment of engineering chief in the Coast Guard? 

Admiral Tutete. With your permission, I am in a rather unfor- 
tunate position as a member of the Commandant’s staff to comment. 

Senator Bartierr. Admiral, that was perhaps a very unfortunate 
question. Would you rather have me rephrase it ? 

Admiral Turetr. No, sir; that is all right, if I may proceed. 

Senator Bartietr. I want the record to show—counsel informs 
me—that Admiral Thiele is here at the suggestion of Senator Thur- 
mond, and does not appear before the committee on his own motion. 

Admiral Tatere. Thank you, sir. 

Realizing that I would probably be called on to express my opinions 
in this matter, I have prepared a few notes, which are not a statement 
as such, but with your permission if I can refer to those I think I can 
give vou a concise answer to the question that you have just asked. 

Senator Barrrert. Surely. 

Admiral Trrere. In the first place, I am in complete accord with 
the stated objective of the bill to promote improved status of the 
Coast Guard and to provide flexibility in organization. 

As tothe means by which this is proposed to be accomplished, IT have 
some misgivings about the effect certain provisions of the bill will 
have upon the engineering aspects of the service. 
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The only point in question is the elimination of the statutory posi- 
tion of Engineer in Chief. This appointed office has traditionally 
signified the importance of engineering in a service which is depend- 
ent upon a large group of engineering ‘talent within the Coast Guard, 
trained in many engineering specialties to design, build, maintain, and 
repair ships, structures, planes, aids to navigation, and communica- 
tions equipment peculiar to C oast Guard requirements. 

One of the major problems today facing the Coast Guard, as’ well 
as other services and industry alike, is promoting interest in engineer- 
ing as a career, and providing an incentive for trained ersonnel to 
advance in their chosen profession to its highest attaine bb position. 

Although it is realized that the elimination of the statutory appoint- 
ment to the position of Engineer in Chief will not remove the re- 
quirement for an officer to fill this billet, there appears to be no com- 
pelling reason to do away with the one ‘provision of law which pro- 
motes a real incentive to engineers within the service to attain the ulti- 
mate in status within their chosen profession. 

Aside from the incentive benefits which I feel will be lost, I would 
like to call attention to a point which reduces the flexibility of or- 
ganization, rather than improves it as the bill intends. Under the 
provisions of the bill as now proposed, the Commandant will be lim- 
ited in his selection to fill the billet of Engineer in Chief to the 
presently authorized fifteen rear admirals on active duty. 

In view of the fact that there is no requirement for engineering ex- 
perience to qualify for flag rank, it is conceivable, in fact quit pos- 
sible, that no qualified officer of that rank would be available to head 
up the technical organization of the Coast Guard. 

On the other hand, if the statutory appointment were retained, 
with provisions similar to those proposed for the Assistant Com- 
mandant, a selection could be made from the best qualified officers 
in the grades of rear admiral and captain, and the term of office would 
be at the discretion of the Commandant. 

Such a provision would provide the flexibility of organization 
which is so desirable and still retain the incentives and status needed 
to encourage engineering within the Coast Guard. Does that answer 
your question, sir ? 

Senator Barrierr. That does, sir. 

Can you tell me if the views which you have just expressed con- 
form, as far as your knowledge goes, with the views of other members 
of the Coast Guard officer staff who are engineers ? 

Admiral Tutexe. I have talked with many of the officers presently 
on engineering, and officers who have been trained in engineering. 
Some have come to me and expressed their opinions. Others I have 
solicited their opinions. I can say that unanimously, without excep- 
tion, the officers are concerned about the elimination of the statutory 
provisions now existing. 

Senator Barrierr. Admiral, how long have you been Engineer in 
Chief? 

Admiral THrete. About a year and a half, sir. 

Senator Barruerr. Is there a fixed time in existing law during 
which you will serve in that capacity ? 

Admiral Turerz. There is presently a fixed appointment of 4 
years, with provisions for reappointment. 
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Senator Barrierr. For an additional 4 years ? 

Admiral Turere. Additional appointments for additional periods 
of 4 years each. 

Senator Bartierr. More than one reappointment can be made? 

Admiral Trtete. That is correct. 

Senator Barrierr. With respect to the same officer ? 

Admiral Tutetz. Under the present law. 

Senator Barrierr. How would it be under the proposed law? 

Admiral Tutetx. Under the proposed law it would give the flexi- 
bility that I think the administration is desirous of obtaining, in that 
the Engineer in Chief, as I—pardon me, I think I am answering the 
wrong question, sir, because under the proposed law you eliminate 
the office of Engineer in Chief entirely and the assignment to the 
office of Chief of the Office of Engineering would be at the discretion 
of the Commandant. 

Senator Barrierr. There would be no fixed term ? 

Admiral Turete. No fixed term, no, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. The Engineer’s Office is one of five such within 
the Coast Guard ? 

Adminal Turetr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. I regret now that I confined my questions to 
Admiral Richmond to personnel among the other offices. Unless he 
were to correct me now, I would assume that the appointment to 
head up the Office of Operations need not be that of a specialist in 
operations. That obviously goes for personnel. 

And I would infer also for merchant marine safety and the con- 
troller’s post. 

Quite obviously, Admiral, you believe that the Engineering Di- 
vision ought to be set aside and apart from these other specialities, 
Why? 

Admiral Turetr. That is correct, sir. 

In the Coast Guard there are two professions, recognized profes- 
sions, that are represented: The legal profession and the engineering 
profession as such. ; 

In engineering, the Coast Guard is a technical service, and en- 
gineering represents a very large portion or percentage of the activi- 
ties of the Coast Guard. 

As an example, approximately about 350 officers out of 2,900 officers 
are engineers. Out of approximately 27,000 enlisted men, 9,000 are 
technical or engineering ratings in the Coast Guard, or about one- 
third. 

In addition to the commissioned officer engineers in the service, we 
have about 250 civilian professional engineers who come under the 
supervision of engineering, either at headquarters or in the districts; 
about. 100 sub-professional engineers; and in addition to that, I 
should say we have the technical control of the two largest estab- 
lishments, shore establishments, in the Coast Guard, that of the Coast 
Guard yard, which is a shipbuilding yard—shipbuilding and repair 
yard, and the aircraft supply and repair base, which overhauls our 
aircraft. 

All of these activities are responsibilities that are invested in the 
Office of Engineering for the technical supervision of these activi- 
tes. 
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T personally feel that engineering is of utmost importance to the 
Coast Guard, and also the retention of engineers within the category 
of the officer personnel and enlisted personnel is a very critical item 
and requires incentive. 

It must be remembered that. all officers within the Coast Guard 
are line officers, as Admiral Richmond stated. But in addition to 
being a line officer, an engineer must be a line officer plus a trained 
and experienced engineer, ‘which is in addition to the line activities he 
is required to know. 

Senator Barrierr. Admiral, before you would be willing to call 
a Coast Guard officer an engineer officer what specialized training 
would he be required to have? How does he become an engineer, in 
other words? 

Admiral Trrete. At the present time, the graduate of the Acad- 
emy—lI will take as an example—receives a bachelor of science de- 
gree. When he comes into the service as a commissioned officer he 
receives his training both in line duty aboard ship and engineering 
duty below to acquaint him with the various aspects of the service. 

If an officer elects to follow a career of engineering he can apply for 
postgraduate training in engineering. Postgraduate training is aec- 
corded to approximately—I think there are presently about 100 
officers in training at all times, and the great majority of those are 
in engineering or technical subjects. 

The engineer who decides to go in for marine engineering is nor- 
mally selected and sent to either MIT or the U niversity of Michigan 
for naval engineering and architecture, to Rensselaer Polytechnic 
Institute for civil engineering—I am now referring to the schools 
that we are presently using; to the Air Force school at Dayton- 
Wright-Patterson Air Foree Base—for aeronautical engineering 
training; and to Nav y courses at Monterey on the west coast for elec- 
tronic engineering training. 

At MIT, for instance, only the top 10 percent of a graduating class 
in the Coast Guard Academy are normally acceptable to the univer- 
sity for training to receive a masters degree. Other sc shools normally 
will limit the standing in the class to about the first 25 percent. 

In other words, to be an engineer you must be in the top 25 percent 
of your class as a graduate. This, therefore, indicates that the re- 
quirements are very high to become an engineer. 

We like to think that these are the smartest people who graduate 
from the Academy. 

When they graduate from the Academy they are assigned to var- 
ious billets ashore and afloat. and ultimately must work into line duty 
for a tour of duty and back into engineering in order to m: \intain 
their training as a line officer. So that they carry their dual qualifica- 
tion, This is the normal process of obtaining trained engineers for 
our top administrative and our top engineering jobs in the Coast 
Guard. 

Senator Bartietr. Thank you, Admiral. 

Mr. Bourbon ? 

Mr. Bourson. Admiral, of the 350 men that you cited as engineers, 
could you estimate how many of those have had this advanced train- 
ing at MIT, Rensselaer or one of the other places? 

‘Admiral Trrezr. T am sorry I can’t give you the figure on that, sir. 

Mr. Bourson. Would it be 25 percent? Fifty percent ? Roughly. 
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Admiral Tutete. Roughly I would say not more than 25 percent. 

Senator Barrterr. Mr. Bailey ? 

Mr. Bartey. Admiral, do you believe that passage of this section in 
the bill which affects the Engineer in C ape s Job, abolishes it, would 
have an adverse effect upon the morale of engineers within the Coast 
Guard ¢ 

Admiral Tutte. I do, sir. 

Mr. Battey. Do you feel that the passage of this proposal would be 


a downgrading of your position, and constitute downgrading of the 
profession within the Coast Guard ? 


Admiral Trietr. There are two questions asked there. 

Mr. Batnry. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Trtete. In the first place, in my position I am protected 
by the savings clause, so I am not affected by the bill. The position 
of Engineer in Chief I feel would lose status compared with the other 
services that have appointed positions heading up their technical 
establishments. 

Mr. Baitry. How long has this particular provision which is con- 
tained in the legislation before us today, been under active discussion 
with the administrative headquarters of the Coast Guard, to your 
knowledge ? 

Admiral Turete. I think, as I recall, the first I had ever heard of 
this possibility, was probably about 1950, when I was then heading up 
our Management Division, where a reorganization was taking place 
and the thought was being bandied around, but there was no effort put 
into it. It was just in the formative stage. 

Mr. Baitey. At that stage what was your opinion of that idea? 
Were you in favor of it or did you oppose it ? 

Admiral TuteLx. From the management standpoint, which at that 
time I was Chief of our Administrative Management Division and in 
charge of reorganization—it looked, on the surface, as though it had 
possibilities. 

Mr. Batter. In that position which you were occupying I assume 
that you had knowledge of the administration, this particular group 
within the Coast Guard engineers, going back over a period of time. 
The Commandant testified that the cor ps was subsequently abolished 
in 1926. Had the function of the Office of Engineer in Charge been 
satisfactory through the years from 1926 to the present ? 

Admiral Turete. Completely satisfactory to my knowledge. 

Mr. Bartry. How many reorganizations in the Coast Guard took 
place since 19262 How many administrative changes? 

Admiral Tuiete. I would hate to estimate that. 

Mr. Battery. There were probably a good many, were there not? 

Admiral Turetz. A good many, yes. 

Mr. Batiry. Apparently this suggestion, every time the reorgani- 
zation was proposed, this suggestion never was an actual proposal 
embodied in any legislation ? 

Admiral Triete. That is correct. 

Mr. Bartey. Why do you think this legislation is here today? Do 
you fee] that. it will give the Coast Guard administration flexibility ¢ 

Admiral Trtexx. As I indicated in my original statement, I am 
afraid it would decrease the flexibility rather ‘than increase it; this 
one particular point. In that respect I feel that it is not in ac cord- 
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ance with the stated intent of the bill, and I personally feel that more 
flexibility could be achieved by retaining the provision under the 
same general provisions being provided for the Assistant Com- 
mandant. 

Mr. Battery. How long have you been a flag officer in the Coast 
Guard ? 

Admiral Turetx. Three years. 

Mr. Battey. Were there any engineering officers as such on your 
selection board ? 

Admiral Tutete. At the moment I can’t remember who was on the 
selection board, except that the Engineer in Chief was not on the 
selection board. That is the only 

Mr. Battery. When did you last serve in an engineering assignment 
prior to taking your present job? 

Admiral Turrets. During the war I was in charge of construction 
of our ice breakers. During the war I was also shifted—when that 
job was completed—to command two of our transports. At the end 
of the war I was assigned as district engineer of the Third Coast 
Guard District in New York. From there I was transferred to Coast 
Guard Headquarters in the Division of Naval Engineering. I was 
sent to Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and received a degree in man- 
agement and industrial engineering. 

After that assignment I was not recalled into engineering as such, 
and into what you might call active engineering assignments, but 
only assignments that were related, whic h consisted of 2 years under 
the Office of Merchant Marine Safety, which used my engineering 
training for what it was worth. 

Mr. Bary. Have you ever expressed to the Commandant your 

opposition to abolishment of this position ? 

Admiral Tutrete. The Commandant and I have discussed this, yes, 
sir, just as I have stated it here. 

Mr. Batmey. A few years ago, Senator Bricker was on this com- 
mittee. He and other members of the committee received information 
that the Commandant was considering appointing an officer to this 
position who might not have an engineering background. He was 
sufficiently concer rned at that time that he brought this entire matter to 
the attention of the White House. 

Were you aware of the White House’s interest in the disposition of 
this matter within the last 2 or 3 years ? 

Admiral Tuer. Well, sir, I was the unwitting person to be the 
one being considered, and at that time I was stationed i in Cleveland, 
Ohio, as the Commander of the Ninth Coast Guard District and had 
very little to do with what went on as far as the opposition to my 
appointment was concerned. 

Mr. Batter. In your discussions with the Commandant, prior to 
your assuming your present position, did you ever tell him that you 
would go along with his suggestion to recommend legislation to 
abolish this position ? 

Admiral Turetr. The Commandant and I have discussed this prob- 
lem many times. From the time that I was in charge of the Manage- 
ment Division, the Administrative Management Division, and he was 
the Assistant Commandant, up to the time that I was appointed as 
Engineer in Chief, we had quite often discussed the possibility of 
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change in organization which would eliminate the Engineer in Chief 
as a statutory job. 

Mr. Battery. Did you ever lead him to believe that you would accept 
that recommendation / 

Admiral Tuteie. I may have, in times past. 

Mr. Baitry. I have no other questions, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank y ou, Admiral. 

Admiral Turete. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Barrterr. Admiral Cowart ? 

The cominittee will be glad to hear from you, Admiral. 


STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. K. K. COWART, U.S. COAST GUARD, 
RETIRED, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Admiral Cowarr. Thank you, sir. 
I may read it. 

Ag nator Bart err. Yes, sir. 

. Whichever you prefer. 
Admiral Cowarr. Thank you, sir. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, I would like to express my great appreciation for 
the privilege of appearing before this committee in connection with 
S. 2811, a bill to amend certain sections of title 14, United States Code, 
relating to personnel matters in the U.S. Coast Guard, and for other 
purposes. 

I was retired July 1, 1959, in accord with statutory requirements, 
having served 33 years as an officer in the regular U.S. Coast Guard, 
the last 9 years of which I held the rank of rear admiral and during 8 
of these 9 years I served two terms in the appointive position of En- 
gineer in Chief, U.S. Coast Guard, the first appointment by President 
Truman and the r eappointment by President Eisenhower. 

My career, training and experience in the Coast Guard has been 
fundamentally engineering and scientific in nature; hence, I am dis- 
tressed in this engineering y and scientific age to find a bill before you, 
one of the provisions of which would upgrade the position of Com- 
mandant and Assistant Commandant, which I favor, but would down- 
grade the position of Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard. Passage 
of such a provision into law seems almost, unbelievable to me in these 
times, as such action would not only downgrade the Engineer in Chief 
of the Coast Guard, it would downgr ade the whole profession of 
engineering. Historically the place of ¢ engineering in the Coast Guard 
has been important ; now it is more important than ever. 

I have read the statement regarding this proposed bill as it was 
apparently presented before the House Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries Committee by Vice Admiral Richmond, Commandant, U.S. Coast 
Guard. As regards most provisions of the bill, I am heartily in favor 
of them. The 1 recognition which most features of this bill would give 
the Coast Guard is, I believe, highly desirable. I would like also to 
say that when I heard such a bill had been introduced, I went to the 
chairman of the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
the Honorable Herbert Bonner, to request the privilege of being 


I have a prepared statement, if 


You may either read it or summarize 
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heard. He advised me that committee hearings had already been held 
and that he didn’t realize that there was any opposition to it. 

My remarks are directed toward the part of the bill with which I 
disagree; in particular, the proposal to abolish the statutory office of 
the Engineer in Chief, and repeal the provisions of law relating to this 
office without appropriate new provisions. I strongly oppose this pro- 
posed action, not because it will affect me in any material way, but 
because it will affect the Coast Guard, and badly, because it will be ad- 
verse to the public interest and because this engineering and scientific 
age is not a time when engineering should be downgraded anywhere. 

I would like to develop some of the reasons and facts back of my 
position because I’m sure that this needs to be done, and done before 
this important committee. The Coast Guard has only the three posi- 
tions mentioned which require Presidential nomination and Senatorial 
confirmation. 

In connection with the proposal to abolish the Office of the Engi- 
neer in Chief, I would like to briefly review the place of engineering 
and engineers in the Coast Guard as reflected by the history of flag 
rank officers. First, it should be noted that the Coast Guard has had 
an Engineer i in Chief for about 70 years or more, an Assistant Com- 
mandant for about 21 years. The first flag grade officer was authorized 
in 1923 for the Coast Guard, the Commandant, a rear admiral. From 
1935 to 1939, we had two flag grade officers, the Commandant and the 
Engineer in Chief, both rear admirals. This 50-50 apportionment of 
flag grades from 1935 to 1939 reflects something of the importance e at- 
tached to the place of engineering and engineers in the Coast Guard 
during that time. From 1939 to World War I developments, we had 
three flag officers, the Assistant Commandant’s position having been 
added in 1939. Omitting the years during World War I, when the 
situation was naturally abnorm: ul, we note in 1948, following World 
War II cutbacks, that the Coast Guard had a total of 11 fl ag officers, 
including one engineer, the Engineer in Chief. Ten years later, in 
1958, we had a total of 16 fi: ig officers, still including only one engineer, 
the Engineer in Chief. Thus we note that over a Tong period, duri ing 
which the additional functions of the former Lighthouse Service and 
the former Bureau of Marine Inspection were ‘added to our duties, 
both of which require much technical and engineering service, there 
were no flag grade officers made from the engineering group of the 
Coast Guard except the one statutory flag position of Engineer in 
Chief. It should also be noted that about 25 percent of the officer billets 
in the Coast Guard call for qualified engineers to fill them. By the 
term “qualified engineers” I mean the engineering group who are 
line officers just like other regular line officers, but whose experience 
has been fundamentally engineering. The record I have just related 
suggests that the place of. engineering and engineers in the Coast 
Guard is not a place, to say the least, that is conducive to making flag 
rank. It is true that, since 1958, there have been six flag officers 
selected and two of these have fundamentally engineering back- 
grounds; however, only one of the two was assigned to an engineering 
type position when he was selected. 

This history of flag rank as related to engineers is only one item, 
but it is indicative of many items in a system which produces such 
results. The system has been very destructive of morale in the engi- 
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neering group, particularly during late years. The older officers who 
have pursued engineering, having thus experienced the system, have 
come to clearly see the handwriting on the wall and the word has gone 
down the line. One reflection of this has been a lack of a sufficient 
number of better qualified applicants for postgraduate engineering 
training—a privilege for which, I feel, our system should so encourage 
applicants that fight ing competition should exist among them. T here 
are many other reflections of the morale problem; however, abolish- 
ment of the Engineer in Chief's position, the one particular position 
to which dedicated e ngineers aspire, will make a poor morale situation 
even worse. 

I concur fully with Admiral Thiele on his remarks on morale. 

In addition to the severe loss of morale, there are many other ad- 
verse effects. Two important losses, which are interdependent in 
nature, will be loss of prestige and loss of stability in Coast Guard 
organization and administration. As to loss in prestige I refer, not 
so much to a loss by the individual who holds the position of Engineer 
in Chief but to a loss by the Coast Guard, through downgrading of 
its established engineering position which has been built up over the 
years by hard work on the part of all Coast Guard engineers. From 
personal experience, while holding the Engineer in Chief’s position, 
of 8 years, I learned that the Coast Guard’s engineering reputation, 
or prestige, among contemporary engineers in other milit: ary services, 
in other Government agencies and “departments and in industry is 
excellent. This hard-won prestige will be seriously damaged. As 
for loss in stability, there will naturally be a loss in this area as a 
result of loss in prestige. However, stability of organization and 
administration will be directly and adversely affected by the more 
frequent changes of the individuals who fill the nonappointive posi- 
tion as compared to the present 4-year appointment. The problem of 
too frequent rotation of personnel, both officer and enlisted, is a major 
problem which is generally recognized throughout the Coast Guard. 
The Chiefs of Offices at our He: adquarters are rotated more frequently 
than I think the Commandant himself would like. The Engineer in 
Chief is one position that isn’t rotated so often because he has a 
4-year appointment. It is a very stabilizing procedure, and I think 
it is for the public interest. Positive steps are needed to ameliorate 
this problem rather than steps which will make it worse, which this 
proposed action most certainly will do. In addition, the nature of 
many engineering problems and projects is such that the execution 
and administration suffer through loss of continuity when too fre- 
quent changes are made in the personnel involved. 

In reading the Commandant’s statement before the Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries Committee—and I note this morning he indicates 
that his statement here is fundamentally the same, and I don’t believe 
I heard him introduce any fundamentally new ideas 

As to the first item in justification for the proposal to abolish the 
Engineer in Chief’s position, the Commandant in his statement before 
the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries C ommittee says the statu- 
tory appointment of the Engineer in Chief is a “relic” of the days 
when the Coast Guard had an engineering “staff corps.” Further, 
and as the second item of justification, the statement alleges that the 
abolishment of the “staff corps” some years ago, along with the pro- 
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gressive organizational development of the Coast Guard, have, to- 
gether, logically removed the need for a continuation of the Engineer 
in Chief’s appointive position. I would respectfully like to point out 
that the engineering st: uf corps of the Coast Guard was abolished 30- 
odd years ago, except for x few of the older engineers who were held 
over. In the interim, as rec ently as 1939, 1940, 1947, 1948, and 1949, 
the position of the Engineer in Chief has been recognized and ac- 
cepted by Congress by the passage of legislation affecting the position. 
Hence, the office is definitely not so much a “relic” as one might be led 
to believe. 

As for the second item of justification for abolishment of the posi- 
tion—progressive organizational development of the Coast Guard—I 
would respectfully suggest looking into this more fully. In brief, 
during an era when engineering and technology have been moving 
ahead and assuming more important status throughout the world, we 
find ourselves confronted with a proposal which. downgrades C oast 
Guard engineering and engineers. This I would not call progressive 
organizational development. 

Further careful reading of the statement of the Commadant in sup- 
port of this proposal reve: als that the heart of the justification is tied to 
“the Coast Guard’s organization as now defined.” In view of this, I 
would respectfully like to point out a few things about the Coast 
Guard’s present organization. I would like to make clear in my com- 
ments here and my comments on the present organization in several 
particulars, I don’t feel that the Coast Guard organization as pres- 
ently defined is a very stout reed on which to Jean for such an impor- 
tant procedure as this is. 

I won’t go into details, but point out that in 1948, and at the insti- 
gation of Congress and using appropriated funds, a professional man- 
agement study of the Coast Guard was made by a well-qualified and 
recognized nongovernmental group known as EBASCO, who are lo- 

cated in New York City. This expert group, after extended and 

detailed study, submitted their report, which was generally compli- 
mentary to the Coast Guard. They didn’t find anything wrong with 
the Coast Guard at all. They submitted a report which was highly 
complimentary. They found, however, “that greater opportunity for 
improvement and economy lies in the field of organization and ad- 
ministration in headquarters and district office,” and further that, 
“Such an organization must continually test its organizational pat- 
tern against changing conditions and circumstances.” This expert 
group found no reason to recommend abolishment of the Engineer 
in Chief’s Office but rather, recommended that “the Office of Engi- 
neering should continue its specialized officer training to maintain its 
highly “efficient organization.” I am not suggesting that I am in favor 
of what they wanted to do, but I do point out that when we are talk- 
ing about organization, this is what they had to say about organ- 
ization. 

There are a number of matters which are more or less the Coast 
Guard’s own business, but I point to them as matters which I feel need 
improvement in the Coast Guard’s present organization. 

Under present headquarters organization, the normal path of rou- 
tine material for the Commandant’s attention, and which emanates 
from four of the five offices headed by rear admirals, is downward 
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through a group of lower rank officers—the Deputy Chief of Staff 
office, “which is composed of captains and lower grades. ‘This group 
is placed organizationally between the five offices and the Comman- 
dant. Such an ar ‘angement is not typical of military organization. 
In addition, it places the Deputy Chief of Staff in aw kward positions 
since he may easily find himself in disagreement with a flag officer 
who will later sit on a board to consider him for flag rank. Such or- 

ganization does not promote thoroughly objective handling of mat- 

ters. Further, his position is made more awkward by the fact that, 

commonly, neither he nor any of his assistants are specially qualified 
to fully pass on many matters involving specialities which originate 
in the Comptroller’s Office, the Office of Merchant Marine S: ifety or 
the Office of the Engineer in Chief. 

Another weakness of the present organization lies in the fact that 
the Office of Operations has the responsibility for determining needs 
of the Coast Guard, but it has little financial responsibility for the 
budgeting and programing of funds to meet needs. In addition, it 
is difficult in today’s technological world to determine needs or the 
better of several means of meeting a need if those responsible for the 
determination do not have sufficient technical knowledge to be aware 
of what is possible and desirable and within the funds available. 
Much valuable time is, to a degree, lost by competent technical per- 
sonnel in educating others as to what is possible and desirable in the 
light of technical limitations and realities. 

Another confusing element in Coast Guard organization is the word 
“Operations” with its many connotations. Some of this springs from 
practices in the Navy and the Coast Guard’s relationships with the 
Navy, with whom we operate in time of war or when “ President 
directs. As we all know, the most senior officer of the Navy is the 
Chief of Naval Operations. In the Coast Guard, our Commandant is 

properly the Chief of Coast Guard Operations: but, oddly, we have 
an Office of Operations with a Chief, along with four other offices, all 
under the Commandant. As an example of this latter type of organi- 
zation confusion, I would like to introduce as a part of this statement, 

rather than take the time to read it, three paragraphs, which were 
written by myself in February 1957, after glaring documentary evi- 
dence of lack of understanding, up to and including the Assistant 
Commandant, as to how our organization should properly work. The 
title of this document is “Coast Guard Staff Work at Headquarters 
and in Districts,” copy attached. 

Further, and of great importance, this proposal to abolish the posi- 
tion of Engineer in Chief appears to be in direct conflict with the 
underst: nding and intent of Congress. A very objective and interest- 
ing statement is found in the legislative history regarding the posi- 
tions of Engineer in Chief and Assistant Commandant in the Coast 
Guard. The thought is referred to in the brief legislative history in 
the Annotated Code, 14 U.S.C. 47, and in House Report No. 557, 81st 
Congress, 1st session, by the Committee on the Judiciar y of the House, 
it is clearly stated that: 

The provisions regarding appointment of the Assistant Commandant and En- 


gineer in Chief are coordinated inasmuch as these positions are about equal in 
the Coast Guard organization. 
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These are plain words which express a clear thought and intent. The 
contrast of this thought, as the clear understanding and intent of Con- 
gress, with the present proposal, which would upgrade the Assistant 
Commandant’ s position while abolishing the Engineer in Chief's posi- 
tion, is striking indeed. 

The next paragraph is a little out of context as Admiral Thiele is 
here. 

The present Engineer in Chief is opposed to abolishment of his po- 
sition. Being on active duty, he is not at liberty to express his views 
regarding the proposal. The same applies to ‘all other active duty 
engineers in the Coast Guard. To assist the committee in obtaining a 
clear and objective view of this proposal I respectfully request that 
the present Assistant Engineer in Chief, and the commanding officer 
of the Coast Guard Yard in Baltimore, be also asked to appear here 
and give their views, plus any other active duty engineers the com- 
mittee would care to call. These officers are representative of the 

many officers who would be immediately affected by this proposal. 
The commanding officer of the Coast Guard Yard is the senior cap- 
tain among Coast Guard engineers in terms of years of service. 

In further opposition to the proposal to abolish the Engineer in 
Chief’s position, I will submit later the original of a letter to me, 
copy attached to this statement, from Rear Adm. Ellis Reed-Hill, 
USCG, retired, Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard from 1946 to 
1960. Admiral Reed-Hill strongly opposes the proposed action and 
supports the alternative proposal which I shall shortly offer. His 
excellent strong letter, which he has authorized me to use here today, 
relates facts of his personal knowledge before my time in the Coast 
Guard and many other facts with whic hI fully concur. 

In closing, I would like to make some further observations regard- 
ing this proposal, which would have seriously adverse short-term and 
long- term effects. First, I strongly feel that it does not represent the 
desires and feelings of the officers and men who make up the Coast 
Guard. There is no history which suggests the need for a change 
in the direction of this proposal, but rather a change in the other 
direction. This proposal has not been introduced as an open proposal 
in the usual sense of the word in the Coast Guard. Commonly, mat- 
ters of such short-term and long-term importance to the whole Coast 
Guard would be brought to the attention of the five Offices at our 
headquarters for expression of views, opinions, and recommendations. 
In the case of this proposal, I understand that it was not brought to 
the attention of the five Offices, nor even to the attention of the par- 
ticular Office involved. The matter had already been sent over to the 

Treasury Department before the Office of the Engineer in Chief was 
advised that such was being done. 

The history, which I have related, clearly shows what has been 
happening to engineering and engineers in the Coast Guard. By no 
stretch of the ims igination has there been any elevation to a place of 
more importance, but rather the reverse. Abolishing the Engineer in 
Chief’s Office would be the last blow in what appears to have become 
an affirmative program of downgrading engineering and engineers. 

This proposal is simply not in accord ‘with the times nor with what 
has been happening in other services. A check of the U.S. Naval 
Register of 1954, the only one I had at hand, reveals that of a total 
of 198 rear admirals in the U.S. Navy, 88, or almost every other 
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one, had had postgraduate engineering training in one of 11 types of 
engineering. Today, for example, the - present Chief of Naval ‘Opera- 
tions, Adm. Arleigh A. Burke, is a postgraduate ordnance engineer 
and the commander, submarines, Atlantic, Rear Adm. F. B. Ward- 
er, was in postgraduate engineering training with the same naval! 
group of which I wasa member as a Coast Guard officer 

The question might well be asked: In what way has the Comman- 
dant of the Coast Guard been handic apped and in what way has the 
public interest suffered due to the Coast Guard’s having the ap- 
pointive position of Engineer in Chief requiring senatorial ‘confirma- 
tion ? 

In lieu of the proposal I’ve discussed and opposed,I would 
respectfully like to offer a proposal which would be in accord with 
the expressed understanding and intent of Congress, in accord with 
the times, in accord with objective justification, much of which has 
been indicated by this statement, and it would represent a better 
investment of the taxpayer’s dollar. Rather than abolish the Office 
of the Engineer in Chief while the Office of the Commandant and 
the Assistant Commandant are raised in grade, my proposal is to 
raise the grade of all three of these positions, coordinating the pro- 
posed provisions of law as they would apply to the Assistant Com- 
mandant to also apply to the Engineer in Chief, as has been done in 
present law. To accomplish this I offer here a copy of S. 2811 with 
specific suggested changes indicated for the consideration of the 
committee. 

Senator Barrierr. It will be accepted for the committee record. 

Admiral Cowart. The alternative proposal which I have offered 
is not based on a philosophy of looking for favors for engineers. 
They have never sought favors or special privileges and I’m sure 
they haven’t changed. Rather these proposed changes would make 
the Coast Guard more effective organizationally and operationally 
and would elevate engineering to a position of more responsibility in 
the daily administration and policy levels of the Coast Guard, where 
honors are to be earned and recognized. 


SUMMARY 


A. I am in favor of the various provisions of S. 2811 except the 
provisions regarding the abolishment of the Engineer in Chief’s 
oe which I strongly oppose, because— 

These proposed provisions are not in accord with the 
eae understanding and intent of Congress. 

2. They are not in accord with the present engineering and 
scientific age. 

They are not in accord with what is being done in other 
military services. 

t. Such proposed action would not only downgrade the 
Engineer in Chief’s position, it would downgrade the profession 
of engineering as a whole. 

5. Such action would not be in accord with the present func- 
tions of the Coast Guard which require more engineering and 
technical services than ever before. 

6. Such action would cause great loss of morale, initiative, and 
motivation among engineering personnel. 
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7. Such action would cause obvious loss of prestige by the Coast 
Guard as well as loss of stability of organization and administra- 
tion. 

8. The reasons advanced in support of this proposal do not 
stand up and are not supported by experience. 

9. Such action would not represent, what I firmly believe, is 
the feeling and desire of the officers and men who make up the 
Coast Guard. 

10. History shows that the place of engineering and engineers 
in the Coast Guard has been diminishing in importance when the 
reverse should be true. 

B. In lieu of the proposed provisions which I strongly oppose, I 
have offered a simple alternative proposal which is— 

1. In accord with the understanding and intent of Congress. 

2. In accord with the times. 

3. In accord with objective justification. 

4. In accord with all the other conditions indicated in the sum- 
mary and under A, above, and gives no real cause for anyone 
to be very unhappy. 

( Attachments to statement follow :) 


Coast GUARD STAFF WorRK AT HEADQUARTERS AND IN THE DISTRICTS 


It is rather natural when officers who have been in command of ships or 
other units, command usually representing among such officers their No. 1 
objective, aspiration, or goal, that they will, on moving up to positions of admin 
istrative importance in a district or headquarters staff, carry their ideas of 
command with them. In fact, since all ships and stations are directly responsible 
to either a district or to headquarters, it is very natural that they will feel 
they have moved higher up in the command business. This philosophy would 
be entirely satisfactory if the district or headquarters staff consisted of only one 
staff officer; but we create confusion and poor staff work when the staff is 
made up of various officers all or many of whom may feel they are in command, 
or control. 

Officers must realize that when they take a position on the staff at head 
quarters or in a district, they have become a part of on team, all members of 
which must thoroughly cooperate and collaborate in their work if a good job 
is to be done. The team, below the Chief of Staff level, is made up of components ; 
namely, offices, divisions, sections, etc. All similar level components are on an 
equal basis and no one component has any authority over another similar level 
component. The staff officer may give orders to subordinates within his par- 
ticular component or he may give orders to those outside the immediate team 
in the name of superior authority but he exercises no power of command. The 
matter of command or control has little if any proper place among staff officers 
at headquarters or in the districts. Rather, an attitude and manner of action 
represented by mutual understanding and interest, teamwork, cooperation, co- 
ordination and collaboration between individuals and between components of 
the organization must prevail if good staff work is to result. 

In the exercise of the staff officer’s authority to sign “By direction,” in cases 
where more than one component of the organization has a real interest in the 
matter at hand, agreement must be reached between the highest involved similar 
level components before the matter can be properly signed “By director.” 





SUMMERVILLE, §.C., February 25, 1960. 
Vice Adm. K. K. Cowart, USCG, Retired, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR ADMIRAL: My opinion of the part of H.R. 9449 which dissolves the 
statutory position of Engineer in Chief in the Coast Guard is that it should 
he amended to provide the retention of the designation increasing it in rank 
to that proposed for the Assistant Commandant. 
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Historically, and for some two generations, there were only two statutory 
positions in the Coast Guard—the Commandant and the Engineer in Chief. 
In 1939 the position of Assistant Commandant was added by act of Congress. 
At this time the rank of rear admiral was assigned these two positions, that 
is to the Office of Engineer in Chief and that of Assistant Commandant. It is 
interesting to note that this rank was the same as that enjoyed by the Com- 
: mandant although the Commandant drew the pay of the upper half. Since 
: then three additional acts have passed affecting these recognized positions 

which are grouped together under title 14 of the code. 
It is incomprehensible that in the year of 1960 the Coast Guard and the 


S Treasury Department can come before the Congress proposing to downgrade 
p engineering in the Coast Guard. And this is exactly what is being done. The 

very existence of this country, and possibly of the world, depends on dedication 
to science and engineering. The downgrading of engineering in favor of 


swivel chair administrative jobs does not make sense which has been recog- 
nized in the popularly believed forced promotion of Admiral Rickover. 

:. The record of Coast Guard engineeirng, dating before the Harriet Lane of 
Civil War fame, has been an outstanding one. It has had many firsts in the 
development of marine propulsion. The acomplishments of younger officers 
who at Government expense have completed graduate courses in science and 

e engineering in the leading colleges and service schools have helped to place 

e Coast Guard engineering on an accepted high plane. The largest and most 

influential society of its class, the American Society of Naval Engineers, has 

twice elected a Coast Guard Engineer in Chief to serve as its president. I 

refer to Rear Adm. H. F. Johnson and to yourself. This truly has been a 

tribute to the respect in which this Office is held. Now it is proposed to elimi- 

nate an honorable and established position of some 70 years standing. The 

Congress in 1958 passed what is known as the Career Incentive Act. Certainly 


1 the Coast Guard is now advocating that no incentive be allowed to officers 
slanting their futures along lines of engineering. 
if In about 1946 and by congressional fiat for which the necessary funds were 
* appropriated an investigation of the organization of the Coast Guard was 
e] undertaken. The Electric Bond & Share Co. was selected to undertake this 
d work. After exhaustive study and months of work their experts in adminis- 
e tration made their report. This report did not recommend the abolishment 
is of the Office of Engineer in Chief. Quite to the contrary it recommended little 
dd. or no changes in Coast Guard engineering which it commended for its excellent 
organization. Now it is proposed to ditch this report of a world recognized 
d organization for which Congress paid a good sum in favor of a theory of a 
of nonengineering administration. 
Ib The argument that the position of Engineer in Chief, now proposed for abolish- 
3: ment, as no longer necessary since an engineer corps has ceased to exist in the 
in Coast Guard, is specious. The Congress has passed at least four acts increas- 
el ing rank and pay or otherwise affecting the Office since the Corps was legislated 
Y- out some 30 years ago. In fact the Congress recognized this in its last act affect- 
m ing the Office when it made qualified line officers eligible for appointment. 
he The writer joined the Coast Guard (Revenue Cutter Service) almost 50 years 
rs ago and served on active duty within a few months of 40 years. He has had 
on some experience with legislative matters. Never before in his time has he seen 
“O- any proposed legislation except that which was intended to increase the service 
of prestige and its ability to better accomplish its mission. This is an ill-advised 


step in retrogression which it is hoped may be pointed out to the busy com- 
es mittees of Congress. 
he Sincerely, 
ar Evuis REED-HIL1, 
Rear Admiral, USCG, Retired, 
Engineer in Chief, 1946-50. 


CONCERNING Vice ApmM. K. K. Cowart, USCG, ReEtTIrRep 


Exrperience.—Served as Assistant Engineer in Chief, USCG, from 1946 to 
1950. Appointed Engineer in Chief in 1950 by President Truman with rank of 
the rear admiral. Reappointed in 1954 by President Eisenhower for a second term 


ce extending to 1958. Responsible in these capacities for administration of the 
nk 
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Coast Guard’s total engineering program, including design, construction, main- 
tenance, technical operation and safety as reflected by five engineering divisions : 
1. Naval engineering—Ships, boats, and all floating equipment. 
2. Civil engineering—Buildings, docks, roads, lighthouses, buoys, etc. 

3. Electronics engineering—Radio, radar, loran, and other electronics. 

4. Aeronautical engineering—Fixed and rotary wing aircraft. 

5. Testing and development-—All USCG activities plus research. 

Average yearly funds administered, excluding salaries of USCG personnel in- 
volved, $49 million. Plant value, approximately $1,500 million. From 1958 
to retirement in July 1959, served as special assistant to the Commandant for 
field activities. 

For 20 years prior to 1946, served in various ships and stations of the USCG 
while passing through successive ranks from ensign to captain. Duties were 
of an engineering, line, staff, and command type, including 12th District Engineer 
in San Francisco, command of a troop transport Admiral E. W. Eberle, chief, 
Merchant Vessel Personnel Division in Washington, command USCGC Campbell, 
; years as instructor science and engineering departments USCG Academy, 4 

ears executive officer and engineering instructor USCG Training Station for 
idcumabie of Merchant Marine Officers. 

Education—USCG Academy, B.S. degree, U.S. Naval Academy Postgraduate 
School and University of California of Berkeley, M.S. degree. 


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 


President, American Society of Naval Engineers, 1956. 

President, Propeller Club, Port of Washington, D.C. 1954-55. 

President, USCG Academy Alumni Association, 1952. 

Member, National Council Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers 
since 1955, steering committee 1953-58. 

Member Merchant Marine Council, USCG Headquarters 1950-58. 

Chairman, Ship Structure Committee, USCG Headquarters 1950-58, an inter- 
agency Government group (five agencies) for ship research. 

Registered professional engineer, mechanical/marine in District of Columbia, 
Reg. No. 3261. 

Editor, Encyclopedia Britannica, shipping department since 1956. 

Author for McGraw-Hill’s Encyclopedia of Science and Technology on sub- 
ject of naval architecture and marine engineering. 

Author various technical papers and discussions before the Society of Naval 
Architects and Marine Engineers and the American Society of Testing Materials. 

Awarded Silver Star for gallantry in action, plus two Navy commendation 
ribbons during World War II. 

Member Columbia Country Club, Army and Navy Club, American Newcomen 
Society, and Society of American Military Engineers. 


Admiral Cowart. I believe that is all I have, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you very much, Admiral. 

Your statement was so all-inclusive I don’t have any questions 
to put to you. 

Admiral Cowarr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. At this point there will be placed in the record 
a letter to the President of the Senate, from Mr. Flues, in submitting 
this bill, together with a memorandum statement on the bill, and a 
letter from the Department of the Navy in support of the bill, with 
certain suggested technical amendments: a letter to Chairman Mag- 
nuson, from the Comptroller General, with no recommendation but 
suggesting some technical amendments; a letter to Chairman Mag- 
nuson, from the Department of the Treasury, strongly re favor- 
able consideration of the legislation; and a letter from the National 
Society of Professional Engineers to the chairman, from Mr. Rob- 
bins, opposing the bill with ‘reference to the provisions having to do 
with the office of the Engineer in Chief. 
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(The documents follow :) 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sir: There is transmitted herewith a draft of a proposed bill to amend cer- 
tain sections of title 14, United States Code, relating to personnel matters in the 
U.S. Coast Guard, and for other purposes. 

The general purpose of this proposal is to increase the efficiency and effective- 
ness of the Coast Guard by improvement in certain statutes relating to and gov- 
erning Coast Guard organization, composition, and personnel administration. 
In broad terms, this proposal would serve to (1) increase the present limita- 
tion of 4 years applicable to the proposed bill before the Senate. A limitation of 
6 years; (2) increase the present limitation of 3,000 commissioned officer per- 
sonnel to a new limitation of 3,500; (3) improve the organization and composi- 
tion of both the civilian teaching staff and the permanent commissioned teaching 
staff at the Coast Guard Academy; (4) improve the organization and composi- 
tion of the top command by eliminating the present statutory position of Engi- 
neer in Chief ; eliminating the present statutory term of 4 years for the Assistant 
Commandant; and providing for the increased grade of admiral for an officer 
while serving as Commandant, and of vice admiral for an officer while serving 
as an Assistant Commandant; and (5) repeal certain pertinent portions of title 
14 which would be rendered obsolete by the substantive changes proposed. 

The memorandum attached sets forth in greater detail the need for and 
nature of this proposal and an explanation and analysis of each provision of the 
proposed bill. 

It would be appreciated if you would lay the proposed bill before the Senate. 
A similar proposed bill has been transmitted to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of the proposed legislation to the Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
A. GILMORE FLUES, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


MEMORANDUM ON PROPOSED Bitt To AMEND CERTAIN SECTIONS OF TITLE 14, 
UNITED STATES CopDE, RELATING TO PERSONNEL MATTERS IN THE UNITED STATES 
Coast GUARD, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


The general purpose of this proposed legislation is to increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Coast Guard by improvement in certain basic statutes relat- 
ing to and governing Coast Guard organization, composition and personnel ad- 
ministration. As noted in the letter of transmittal hereto, this proposal seeks 
to amend certain applicable provisions of title 14, United States Code, per- 
taining to— 

The administration of enlisted personnel of the Coast Guard; 

The administration of commissioned officer personnel of the Coast Guard: 

The administration of the Coast Guard Academy ; and 

The administration of the Office of the Commandant at Coast Guard Head- 
quarters. 

There follows a detailed explanation and analysis of each of these major 
areas of consideration. 


THE ADMINISTRATION OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL OF THE COAST GUARD 


Section 365 of title 14 presently provides for voluntary extensions of enlist- 
ments by enlisted personnel of the Coast Guard for a total period of not to 
exceed 4 full years. This proposed legislation would serve to increase this limi- 
tation to a period of not to exceed 6 full years. 

The introduction of new weapons, electronic devices and systems in the Coast 
Guard today and the various training programs involving technical skills require 
enlisted personnel having considerable background, experience and training. In 
order to provide such training and be assured of the benefits resulting therefrom, 
it is necessary that such enlisted personnel have obligated service of from 1 
to 6 years prior to being accepted for additional training. Individuals may 
obtain the necessary obligated service either by extension of enlistment or re- 
enlistment for a stipulated number of years. However, in many cases, as a re- 
sult of the existing restriction on extensions of enlistment, the individual mem- 
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ber may acquire sufficient obligated service only by being discharged early for 
the convenience of the Government and immediately reenlisting for the required 
number of years necessary to qualify him as eligible for the desired specialized 
training. Early administrative discharges of this type are often undesirable 
to both the individual and the Coast Guard. It may be undesirable to the in- 
dividual member since an early discharge from a prior enlistment for which a re- 
enlistment bonus has been paid requires a pro rata return of that portion of the 
bonus for time not dctually served in the previous enlistment. The Coast Guard 
also would prefer a simple extension of enlistment in lieu of early discharge in- 
asmuch as the administration work required in the case of a discharge and sub- 
sequent reenlistment is necessarily considerably greater. 

Therefore, in order that highly qualified personnel may be attracted to ad- 
vanced training programs without loss of benefits and also to permit more eco- 
nomical and efficient administration by the Coast Guard, this change in the ex- 
tension of enlistments has been recommended. 


THE ADMINISTRATION OF COMMISSIONED OFFICER PERSONNEL OF THE COAST GUARD 


Section 42 of title 14 presently fixes a limit of 3,000 on the total number of 
commissioned officers on the active list of the Coast Guard, including permanent, 
temporary, temporary service, and Reserve officers on active duty, but excluding 
commissioned warrant officers. The amendment to this section proposed would 
increase the limit to 3,500. 

The authorized commissioned officer billets in the service on December 1, 1958, 
showed 2,885 persons. The military personnel billet plan in support of the 
Coast Guard’s fiscal year 1960 budget includes a commissioned officer strength 
of 2.957. Not included in this latter figure is a tentative increase of 42 commis- 
sioned officers required as an initial increment for implementation of the Fed- 
eral Boating Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-911) and approximately 52 more for 
the loran A and loran C program expansion in fiscal years 1960 and 1961. It 
is estimated that on July 1, 1959, a total of 2,978 commissioned officers will be 
required in the service for all purposes, and that thereafter, due to expansion 
of the loran programs alone, this total requirement will exceed 3,000 at some 
time during the latter part of fiscal year 1960 or the early part of fiscal year 
1961. The permanency of the programs undertaken which require additional 
officers leaves no alternative but to request of the Congress an increase in of- 
ficer strength. The Nation’s Naval Establishment could well use these additional 
trained officers during an emergency. The increase requested is reasonable, 
necessary, and urgent. 


THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE COAST GUARD ACADEMY 


Presently, sections 186 through 191 of title 14 make provisions for the com- 
position, organization, method of appointment, grade level, credit for service, and 
retirement for both the civilian teaching staff and the permanent commissioned 
teaching staff at the Coast Guard Academy. This proposed legislation would 
serve to improve the overall administration of the Academy by making appro- 
priate modifications in certain existing statutory provisions, applicable to both 
the civilian and permanent commissioned teaching staffs at the Academy. 

Currently, appointments to positions on the teaching staff at the Academy are 
made subject to the competitive provisions of the civil service laws and regu- 
lations. Many desirable individuals are reluctant to compete for a teaching 
position at the Academy for various reasons. Such a requirement unduly re- 
stricts the appointing authority in his selection of applicants and does not con- 
form to the manner of selection and employment utilized at the U.S. Naval 
Academy and leading higher institutions of learning. The restriction on the 
number of civilians so employed to eight has hampered the administration of 
the Academy. The need for more civilian teachers has increased with the 
gradual expansion of the Academy to fulfill the growing needs of the service. 
There has not been the necessary accompanying flexibility in the employment 
of civilian members of the teaching staff. The term “civilian instructor” has 
been broadened to “civilian member of the teaching staff” to include all forms 
of civilian teaching employment and the various titles of these members, and to 
conform to the group nomenclature utilized in describing the permanent com- 
missioned teaching members in sections 187, 188, 189, and 190 of title 14. This 
term has been utilized also in describing a similar group of teaching individuals 
in title 10 of United States Code, which relates to the U.S. Naval Academy. 
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With the increased need for commissioned officers in the service over the 
past decade the number of graduates from the academy has increased, necessi- 
tating a larger permanent commissioned teaching staff with flexibility in its 
composition to permit adjustments when demands upon the academy change. 
The current restrictions on the number of professors, associate professors, assist- 
ant professors, and instructors preclude expansion and appropriate distribution 
of the teaching staff to conform to patterns of teaching staffs adopted at modern 
contemporary institutions. 

The descriptive adjective ‘““commissioned’” has been deleted when reference 
is made to an instructor on the permanrnt commissioned teaching staff inas- 
much as the descriptive term applies to all the teachers in this group and is mis- 
leading when used only before the word instructor. The change has been made 
for purposes of clarity. 


THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE COMMANDANT AT COAST GUARD HEAD- 
QUARTERS 


There are four items included in this general proposal, as follows: 

1. Elimination of the present requirement for the statutory appointment of 
the Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard. 

Section 47 of title 14 presently provides for the statutory appointment of the 
Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard; section 48 provides for the permanent 
grade and placement on the active list of an officer whose statutory term of 
service as Engineer in Chief has expired; and section 49 provides for the retire- 
ment of an officer who has served as Engineer in Chief for a specified period of 
years. This proposed legislation would abolish the statutory office of the 
Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard, and repeal the provisions of title 14 appli- 
cable to this office. 

The requirement for the statutory appointment of the Engineer in Chief of the 
Coast Guard is a relic of the days when the Coast Guard had an engineering 
“staff corps.” The abolishment of this “staff corps’ some years ago and the 
progressive organizational development of the Coast Guard since that time have, 
together, logically removed the need for a continuation of this requirement. 

Today, the Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard is the Chief of the Office of 
Engineering, and in Coast Guard organization as now defined, he has exactly the 
same stature as as the other Chiefs of Offices of the Coast Guard (Operations, 
Personnel, Merchant Marine Safety and Comptroller). It has never been neces- 
sary to provide for statutory appointment of the chiefs of headquarters offices, 
nor is there any remaining valid reason for the continuation of the statutory ap- 
pointment process in the case of the Engineer in Chief. 

On the other hand, there is obvious good reason for the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard to have the same administrative flexibility in selecting, assigning, 
and determining the tour of duty of the Engineer in Chief that he presently 
possesses in respect to all other headquarters chiefs of offices. Each of these 
officers, including the Engineer in Chief, is a principal staff assistant to the Com- 
mandant under the Assistant Commandant; each has a comparable place in the 
basic organization of the Coast Guard; and each has equal responsibility in his 
respective staff area. It follows logically, then, that each of these officers should 
be subject to the same process of designation and assignment. 

2. Elimination of the present requirement for a fixed 4-year term upon appoint- 
ment of the Assistant Commandant of the Coast Guard, and statutory provision, 
instead, for the administrative selection and designation of such officer. 

Sections 47, 48, and 49 of title 14 relate to the appointment, subsequent active 
service retirement of the Assistant Commandant of the Coast Guard. This 
proposed legislation seeks to eliminate the present requirement for a fixed 4-year 
term of office for this officer, but at the same time it would continue to provide 
for his administrative selection and designation. This change would follow the 
procedure prescribed by law (title 10) in administrative assignment of the Vice 
Chiefs of Staff, U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force, the Assistant Commandant, U.S. 
Marine Corps and the Deputy Chiefs of Naval Operations, U.S. Navy. 

The Assistant Commandant is the immediate and primary assistant to the 
Commandant and, as such, is the second senior officer in the Coast Guard. Un- 
der present (and proposed) law, the Assistant Commandant performs such 
duties as the Commandant may prescribe and acts as Commandant during the 
absence or disability of the Commandant. This is an important and responsible 
position in Coast Guard organization. 
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Administratively, no special advantage or benefit is attached to the require- 
ment for a fixed 4-year term of the Assistant Commandant. An officer normally 
chosen for the position of Assistant Commandant will have already undergone 
close screening by the usual procedure prescribed for selection and promotion 
to senior grade, and with the further close screening envisioned by the proposed 
legislation it is not considered that the fixed term will serve any further useful 
purpose. 

On the other hand, however, it is extremely desirable that the Commandant 
and the Secretary have adequate administrative flexibility in designating an 
officer to this post. There is evident merit in being able to prescribe the tour of 
duty of an Assistant Commandant to coincide precisely with administrative needs 
at any given time. This is not now possible since under the present statutory re- 
quirement this officer must be appointed for a specified tenure of office. This can 
preclude sufficient “stagger” in assignment for continuity of administration and 
might lead to a situation in which a Commandant is unable to terminate the serv- 
ices of an officer in the position of Assistant Commandant, though this officer 
may lack capability or suitability for continuance in this office. 

Under the proposed legislation sufficient safeguards would be provided for 
these contingencies. The present requirement for the statutory appointment of 
the Assistant Commandant to flag grade has been retained. The revised word- 
ing of this section also provides that the officer so designated to serve as Assistant 
Commandant be selected from among those officers on the active list holding a 
permanent commission as captain or above. Presently, an officer with the grade 
of commander could be appointed as Assistant Commandant. This is inconsistent 
with the existing requirement that an officer must hold the grade of permanent 
captain to be promoted to the grade of rear admiral. 

3. Provisions for the increased grade of admiral for a Commandant of the 
Coast Guard, while so serving. 

Section 44 of title 14 presently fixes the grade of an officer while serving as 
Commandant of the Coast Guard as vice admiral. The legislation proposed would 
serve to increase the grade of a Commandant to that of admiral. There are 
several significant considerations which prompt this proposal. 

First, there is the important consideration of proper composition, and or- 
ganization of the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard, as is true of the other 
Armed Forces, can be likened to a corporation doing substantial business, and 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard can be readily compared with the presi- 
dent of a large corporation. As Commandant of the Coast Guard, an officer 
while so serving has on the order of 35,000 personnel, both military and ci- 
vilian, under his command and supervision; he is responsible for the opera- 
tion and maintenance of some 1,750 separate Coast Guard facilities located 
within the continental United States and in many oversea areas; he has in his 
eustody and good keeping Government property valued at nearly $2 billion; 
he controls and administers Government spending on the order of about a 
quarter billion dollars each year; and his total job encompasses some 20 to 30 
separately identifiable duties, demanding a wide range of experience, knowledge, 
and know-how. Moreover, as “president of the corporation,” he is in close and 
continuing contact with many of the top echelons of industry and of Govern- 
ment (both military and civilian). He must also maintain contact with many 
individuals in private enterprises. In some instances, these business contacts 
are at the international level. In these respects the scope and content of re- 
sponsibility involved and associated elements such as prestige are job factors 
which cannot be regarded lightly. 

Second, it is important to emphasize that the present proposal to give the 
Commandant of the Coast Guard the higher grade of admiral is not without 
precedent. During World War II and until 1950, the Commandant did hold 
the grade of admiral. Basically, this higher grade was a product of the war 
and a direct result of the mobilization requirement attendant thereto and, as 
such, was prompted partly by the Coast Guard’s increased wartime strength. 
Despite this, there is little doubt but that the decision at that time to provide 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard with the four-star grade of admiral was 
founded also on the logical desire to afford the Commandant suitable rank 
status within the Navy. It is significant, also, to note that the higher grade of 
admiral was first held by the Commandant during the war years when the 
Coast Guard was serving as a specialized but subordinate service under the 
Navy, rather than in its present-day status of an independent branch of the 
Armed Forces under the Treasury. Moreover, in the event of mobilization it 
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we 


would be desirable to have the Commandant in an equitable rank status with the 
chiefs of the other Armed Forces. 

Third, there are the related considerations of rank-to-strength ratio and pro- 
motional opportunity in the Coast Guard, as viewed in terms of parity with 
other Armed Forces. Justification for the increased grade of the Commandant 
of the Coast Guard should not be based simply on a me-to parity with the 
other services; nonetheless these are strong, contributing considerations. Gen- 
erally speaking, the basic statutes governing the other Armed Forces provide in 
respect to each of these services that about 15 percent of the total number of 
flag or general officers in the respective services may serve in the three- and four- 
star grades of vice admiral and admiral or lieutenant general and general. This 
means, in effect, that in the other services the ratio of officers serving in grades 
above rear admiral/major general to those serving in those grades is about 1 
to 7, hence it follows that each officer serving in a two-star grade has about 
1 in 7 opportunity for further promotion to the three- or four-star grades. This 
is presently the case in the Coast Guard. In terms of the Coast Guard’s 
flag strength of 17 officers, the ratio of officers serving in a grade above rear 
admiral to the number of officers in that grade is presently 1 in 16, since only 
the Commandant now holds a grade higher than two stars. This ratio is, of 
course, substantially less than that in the other Armed Forces, which is 1 in 
7. However, if the changes advocated are accepted, the Coast Guard will then 
be allowed a ratio similar to that of the other services. There would then be 
15 officers serving as rear admirals and 1 each as vice admiral and admiral. 
The promotional opportunity of rear admirals would then compare favorably 
with their contemporaries in the other Armed Forces. 

Finally, section 44 of title 14 presently provides that a commandant may be 
appointed from among those officers on the active list who hold the permanent 
grade of commander or above. Here again, as has been pointed out earlier, 
this requirement should be revised to be consistent with the requirement that 
only captains are eligible for promotion to flag rank. 

4. Provision for the increased grade of vice admiral for an assistant com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard, while so serving, and his retirement. 

Section 47 of title 14 presently fixes the grade of an officer while serving as 
assistant commandant of the Coast Guard as rear admiral (upper half). The 
revision of this section being proposed would serve to increase this grade to 
that of vice admiral. Justification for this proposal should be evident from 
earlier discussions in this memorandum relating to the incrensed grade of the 
commandant. 

In addition, inasmuch as the Assistant Commandant ranks next after the Com- 
mandant and is the second senior officer in the Coast Guard, the duties and re- 
sponsibilities of the Commandant’s office devolve upon him during the absence 
or disability of the Commandant or in the event of a vacancy in the office of 
Commandant. It is obvious that the total job of the Assistant Commandant is 
similar to that of the Commandant. In view of the weight of responsibility im- 
posed upon the Assistant Commandant and the vital nature of his position, it is 
only appropriate that he should hold a grade commensurate with his job, that of 
vice admiral. 

With the Commandant serving in the grade of admiral and the Assistant 
Commandant serving in the grade of vice admiral, there would be a natural and 
logical grade separation between the Commandant, the Assistant Commandant 
and staff office chiefs and top line commanders (rear admirals). At present, the 
Assistant Commandant as a rear admiral is indistinguishable from all other rear 
admirals, gradewise. This is not a proper recognition of his real status. The 
proposal to increase the grade of the Assistant Commandant to vice admiral 
would result in an executive pattern following accepted principles of sound or- 
ganization and management. 

Finally, increasing the grade of the Assistant Commandant to vice admiral 
would give him equitable status with the second senior officer (the Assistant 
Commandant) of the Marine Corps, and more suitable status with the second 
senior officers in the other Armed Forces, all of whom serve in 4-star grade. 
Retirement of the Assistant Commandant in 3-star grade would be permitted 
only after 214 years’ service in this office or physical disability while in office, 
otherwise eventual retirement of this officer would be in his regular permanent 
grade unless entitled to a higher retired grade pursuant to other provisions of 
law except section 248 of title 14. 

The proposals to eliminate the requirement for the statutory appointment of 
the Assistant Commandant and the engineer in chief would not become effective 
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until the expiration of the present terms of appointment held by the present 
incumbents. The proposals to increase the grades of the Commandant and the 
Assistant Commandant would become effective on the first day of the month 
following enactment of this act. 


COST AND BUDGET DATA 


Enactment of this legislation will require only an insignificant increase in 
Coast Guard (Treasury Department) appropriations. The added annual cost for 
the proposals contained herein would total approximately $8,900. This figure 
would include the future increased retired pay of an average of two retired 
Commandants and two retired Assistant Commandants, this being the average 
number of officers in those categories over the past several years. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON, 
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on 8S. 2811, a bill to amend 
certain sections of title 14, United States Code, relating to personnel matters in 
the U.S. Coast Guard, and for other purposes, has been assigned to this Depart- 
ment by the Secretary of Defense for a report thereon expressing the views of 
the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend certain portions of title 14, United States 
Code, concerning Coast Guard personnel so as to (1) provide that the Com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard be an admiral, and the Assistant Commandant a 
vice admiral; (2) repeal certain obsolete provisions concerning the staff of 
the Commandant; (8) increase the authorized officer strength from 3,000 to 
3,500 members: (4) reorganize the teaching staff at the Coast Guard Academy, 
particularly as to the hiring of and number of civilian instructors: and (5) per- 
mit extensions of enlistments for 6 years, instead of the present maximum of 4 
years. 

The Department of the Navy, on behalf of the Department of Defense, con- 
curs in the proposed bill. The amendments affect the Department of Defense 
only insofar as they affect the readiness of the Coast Guard to perform its war- 
time mission. The amendments appear justified by providing improved admin- 
istration which should improve readiness. 

The following technical comments are offered : 

(1) Line 10, page 4, should be followed by quotation marks; 

(2) A clause should be added to section 1 to amend the analysis of chap- 
ter 9 to conform to the amended catchline of section 186: 

(3) Itis believed that section 1(11) amends section 188: and 

(4) In section 1(16), there should be a comma between the quotation 
marks and “except” at the beginning of line 7. page 7, and the quotation 
marks at the end of line 8 should follow the period. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in ac- 
cordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report on S. 2811 to the 

Congress. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN S. McCain, Jr.. 
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy, Chief of Legislative Affairs 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, February 16, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of January 15, 1960. acknowledged January 
18 requests our comments on S. 2811 to amend certain sections of title 14, United 
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States Code, relating to personnel matters in the U.S. Coast Guard, and for 
other purposes. 

The principal purposes of S. 2811 are (1) to increase the limit on the total 
number of commissioned officers, excluding commissioned warrant officers, from 
3,000 to 3,500; (2) eliminate the requirement for statutory appointment of the 
Mngineer in Chief, and increase the active and retired list grades of the Com- 
mandant and Assistant Commandant; (3) remove certain restrictions relating 
to civilian and commissioned officer members on the teaching staff at the Coast 
Guard Academy, and modify the procedures for appointing civilians to the teach- 
ing staff: and (4) provide for voluntary extensions and reextensions of enlist- 
ments by enlisted personnel for a total period of not to exceed 6 full years, in- 
stead of 4 years as now authorized. 

The Coast Guard is an armed force of the United States and questions relat- 
ing to the size and composition of the Armed Forces involve matters of policy 
for Congress to decide. We therefore, have no recommendation to make with 
respect to the enactment of S. 2811. 

In connection with the proposal to increase by 500 the commissioned officer 
strength of the Coast Guard, the Congress may desire to give consideration to 
whether the proposal reflects an increase found necessary after an evaluation 
of the Coast Guard’s commissioned officer billets for the purpose of assigning 
for civilian occupancy those billets not requiring the performance of military 
type duties. In a report sent to the Congress on November 12, 1954, on our audit 
of the U.S. Coast Guard for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1952, we commented 
on the utilization of military and civilian personnel in the Coast Guard (pp. 19- 
24). In that report we expressed the opinion that a strong potential existed for 
greater organizational stability, more efficient administration, and significant 
economies through more extensive use of civilian personnel. On November 30, 
1959, 1,174 commissioned officers in the Coast Guard were assigned principally 
to Coast Guard Headquarters, district offices, marine inspection offices, and 
various industrial installations and supply facilities. It seems likely that 
some and possibly many of the positions being filled by such officers do not re- 
quire the performance of military type duties and are suitable for occupancy by 
civilians. 

In this same connection, it may be noted that the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, United States Senate, in considering H.R. 11402, 84th Con- 
gress, to increase the commissioned officer strength of the Coast Guard from 
2.250 to 3,500, recommended an amendment to the bill to limit the authorized 
strength to 3,000. In recommending this amendment, which was adopted by 
Congress, the committee said in its report (S. Rept. 2396) that 3,000 officers 
was more in line with the ratio of enlisted personnel to officer strength estab- 
lished in all of the armed services. The ratio of enlisted members to commis- 
sioned officers in the Navy on November 30, 1959, was 8.6 to 1 and the ratio of 
enlisted men to officers in Coast Guard on that date was 8.7 to 1. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 


Washington, March 23, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views 
of this Department on H.R. 9449, to amend certain sections of title 14, United 
States Code, relating to personnel matters in the U.S. Coast Guard, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 9449 is identical to a draft bill which was transmitted to the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives by this Depart- 
ment on December 8, 1959. The draft bill has also been introduced in the 
Senate as S. 2811 and referred to your committee. 

The general purpose of the proposed legislation, which is explained in more 
detail in a memorandum that accompanied the letter of transmittal, is to in- 
crease the efficiency and effectiveness of the Coast Guard by improvement in 
certain statutes relating to and governing Coast Guard organization, com- 
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position, and personnel administration. In broad terms, this proposal would 
serve to (1) increase the present limitation of 4 years applicable to extensions 
of enlistments to a new limitation of 6 years; (2) increase the present limita- 
tion of 3,000 commissioned officer personnel to a new limitation of 3,500; (3) 
improve the organization and composition of both the civilian teaching staff 
and the permanent commissioned teaching staff at the Coast Guard Academy ; 
(4) improve the organization and composition of the top command by elimi- 
nating the present statutory position of Engineer in Chief; eliminating the pres- 
ent statutory term of 4 years for the Assistant Commandant; and providing for 
the increased gride of admiral for an officer while serving as Commandant, 
and of vice admiral for an officer while serving as Assistant Commandant; and 
(5) repeal certain pertinent portions of title 14 which would be rendered obsolete 
by the substantive changes proposed. 

The Department strongly urges favorable consideration of the legislation. 

Prior to the transmittal of the proposed legislation to the Congress, the Bureau 
of the Budget advised that there was no objection to its submission. 

Very truly yours, 
LAURENCE B. RoBBINs, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: In connection with our interest in all legislation 
affecting the engineering profession, we have recently noted S. 2811 and H.R. 
9449, companion bills to amend certain sections of title 14, United States Code, 
relating to personnel matters in the U.S. Coast Guard. Our interest in this 
legislation is particularly in connection with the proposed revision of section 47, 
title 14, which would abolish the statutory office of Engineer in Chief of the 
Coast Guard. We should like to make it clear, however, that our concern over 
this provision does not indicate opposition to the bill, as such, which appears 
to be highly desirable. 

We are concerned, however, that the proposed abolition of the statutory office 
of Engineer in Chief may prove highly detrimental to the Coast Guard in terms 
of obtaining and retaining the highly qualified career engineering personnel so 
vitally needed by that service. It is clear that the Coast Guard, along with 
its sister services, is increasingly dependent upon high quality engineering serv- 
ices for the successful performance of its mission. This means that all pos- 
sible steps should be taken to provide for the most attractive career possibilities 
for present engineering personnel, as well as those who will be needed in in- 
creasing numbers in the years ahead. We understand that the Coast Guard 
has had the statutory office of Engineer in Chief for more than 60 years and 
that that Office has traditionally been regarded as one of great importance. 
This is emphasized in the historical note under section 47 of title 14. 

“The provisions regarding appointment of the Assistant Commandant and 
Engineer in Chief are coordinated, inasmuch as those positions are about equal 
in the Coast Guard organization. * * *” 

The proposed abolition of the Office would, we fear, tend to impair the recogni- 
tion and prestige of engineering in the Coast Guard, although that is obviously 
not the intent of the sponsors. It is important in recruiting and retaining 
quality engineering personnel, in this period of high competition, to provide recog- 
nition to the extent possible and to specifically indicate career opportunities at 
the highest possible level. Both of these objectives are served by the present 
provision of law which we hope will be retained. Under the present law, there 
is a clear Congressional recognition of the importance of engineering in the serv- 
ice, and this undoubtedly is a helpful influence in making it clear that engineers 
have the prospect of reaching high office within their professional area of service. 
Under the present law, the Engineer in Chief ranks with, but after, the Assist- 
ant Commandant and we would further hope that this relative parity could be 
retained, 

Unfortunately, the provision which concerns us was not noted prior to the 
consideration and report of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and 
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Fisheries on the companion House bill. We note in the report of the House 
Committee (No. 1294) that there is no basic disagreement with the attitudes 
we have expressed. In fact, the first point in the House report brings out the 
importance to the Coast Guard of “Modern technology, involving new weapons, 
electronic devices and systems and the various training programs involving 
highly technical skills. * * *” 

The justification for the proposed abolition of the office of Engineer in 
Chief, as stated in the House report, is that it is a “relic’ of the days when 
the Coast Guard had an engineering “staff corps,” which has since been abolished. 
It is further stated that the Engineer in Chief has the same stature as the other 
chiefs of offices of the Coast Guard, such as Operations, Personnel, Merchant 
Marine Safety, and Comptroller. We have no doubt that the offices named are 
of the greatest importance, but it does not seem consistent to contend that the 
Engineer in Chief should necessarily be in the same administrative or organiza- 
tional level when, at the same time, the following paragraph in the House re- 
port is very emphatic in declaring “its belief in the great importance today 
of a strong and vigorous engineering component in the Coast Guard.” To this 
the House report adds, most appropriately : 

“The rapidly accelerating progress of technological developments in all the 
fields of concern to the Coast Guard make it imperative that its organization 
be both qualitatively and quantitatively competient to meet its increased re- 
sponsilibities efficiently and effectively. The committee’s adoption of this rec- 
ommendation is predicated upon this understanding.” 

It is our sincere belief that the objective stated above will be considerably aided 
by retaining the position of Engineer in Chief as a statutory appointment. It 
would be most unfortunate at a time when engineering requirements are ex- 
panding at such a rapid rate in the technological-defense era to take any action 
which would have the undesired effect of downgrading the place of an engineer- 
ing office or of unintentionally reducing career interest on the part of present or 
prospective engineering officers. 

We trust that your committee will give careful consideration to the provision 
of the bill discussed above and the points submitted in this letter. If the Na- 
tional Society of Professional Engineers may be of service in this matter, or 
others of concern to your committee, please call upon us. 

Very truly yours, 


Paut H. Rossins, P.E., 
Executive Director. 
Senator Bartitetr. The committee will now stand in recess. 


(Whereupon, at 1:30 p.m., the hearing in the above matter was re- 
cessed. ) 
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